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BE  IT  REMEMBERED,  that  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  July,  io  the  forty- 

6nit  year  of  the.  Independence  of  the  United  States  of  Americai 

*    ^     Goald,  BauLs,  and  Gould,  of  the  said  District,  have  dopontcd  in 

thiioflice  the  Title  of  a  Book,  the  right  whereof  they  claim  as 

proprietors,  in  the  words  following,  to  wit : 

^  A  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Evidence.  By  S.  M.  PhilHpps,  Esq.  of  the 
Inner  Temple,  Barrister  at  Law.  First  American,  from  the  second  Lon- 
don edition ;  with  Notes  and  References  to  American  Authorities,  By 
John  A.  Dunlap,  Counsellor  at  Law.  To  which  is  added.  The  Theory  oif 
Presumptive  Proof,  &c.** 

In  conformity  to  the  Act  of  the  Congtess  of  the  United  States,  entitled 
^^  An  Act  for  ihe  encouragement  of  l^arninpr,  by  securing  the  copies  of 
JVIaps,  Charts,  and  Books,  to  the  author?  and  proprietors  of  such  copies, 
during  the  time  therein  mentioned. ^^  And  also  to  an  Act,  entitled  ^^  An 
.  Act  supplementary  to  an  Act,  entitled  an  iict  for  the  encouragement  of 
Learning,  by  Mcuring  the  copies  of  '^aps,  Charts,  and  Books,  to  the  au- 
tliof>  uitd  proprietors  of  stich  copies,  during  Ihe  times  therein  mentioned, 
and  <'St«'ii(iiiig  the  benefits  thereof  te  the  arts  of  designing,  engraving,  and 
•tchiiig  historical  and  other  prints.'^ 

THERON  RUDD, 
Clak  i/ih0  SmUhem  DiUriet  ef  Jfew-York. 


ADVERTISEMENT. 

Several  additions  and  alterations  have  been  made 
in  the  present  edition  of  the  following  Treatise. 
Some  parts  of  the  work,  which  appeared  to  be 
treated  in  too  concise  a  manner,  have  been  en- 
larged, and  the  whole  has  been  carefully  revised. 
In  consequence  of  the  length  of  time,  which  the 
former  edition  took  in  passing  through  the  press, 
many  cases  had  been  reported  before  its  publica- 
tion, which  it  was  not  possible  to  introduce  ;  these^ 
and  the  other  cases  upon  the  subject  down  to  the 
present  period,  are  now  inserted. 

Middle  Temple,) 
J(%19, 1815.   y 
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ADVERTISEMENT 

OP  THE  AMERICAN  EDITOR. 

jThe  design  of  the  editor  was,  principally,  to 
collect  the  decisions  of  the  different  courts  in  the 
United  States,  connected  with  the  subject  of  the 
following  work,  the  undoubted  merit  of  which, 
justly  entitles  it  to  a  preference  to  all  former  trea- 
tises on  the  law  of  evidence.  The  exuberance  of 
the  subject  itself,  and  a  solicitude  to  insert  every 
thing  which  could  be  deemed  useful,  have  swelled 
the  notes  greatly  beyond  what  was  originally  ex- 
pected and  intended :  and  yet  the  learned  reader 
will  perceive  that  they  might  have  been  made  still 
more  extensive ;  that  much  has  been  omitted  by 
design,  and  much,  no  doubt,  through  inadvertence. 
All  the  American  works  of  celebrity  and  merit  have 
been  carefully  consulted,  and  though  some  others, 
of  a  contrary  description,  have  been  entirely  neg- 
lected, yet  it  may  not  be  improper  to  apologize  for 
a  number  of  references  to  loose  and  obscure  re- 
porters. A  few  additional  English  authorities  have 
been  collected,  and  in  two  or  three  instances  it  has 
been  attempted  to  supply,  however  imperfectly, 
some  omissions  of  the  author— -omissions  arising  not 
from  ignorance  or  carelessness,  but  from  his  desire 
to  compress  the  work ;  and  it  is  not  unlikely  that) 
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upon  careful  examination,  what  might  at  first  sight 
have  appeared  an  omission,  would  be  found  to  be 
no  other  thatn  a  necessary  deduction  from  some 
principle  which  had  been  before  fullj  stated.  The 
editor  submits  his  labours,  such  as  thej  are,  to  the 
candour  of  the  profession,  and  if  thej  should  be 
thought  undeserving  of  approbation,  he  has  at  least 
this  consolation,  that  they  cannot  detract  from  the 
merit  of  the  original  work. 
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TREATISE 


ON 


^ 


LAW    OF    EVIDENCE. 


PART  THE  FIRST, 


The  arrangement,  which  has  been  adopted  in  the  follow-  Plui  of  <lie 
ing  treatise,  is  that  which  appeared  the  most  simple  and 
perspicuous.  The  work  consists  of  two  parts  ;  the  for^ 
mer,  relating  to  parol  or  unwritten  evidence ;  the  latter, 
to  written  evidence.  The  subject  of  the  first  chapter  is 
the  method  of  compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses  for 
the  purpose  of  being  examined ;  and  the  five  succeeding 
chapters  treat  of  the  causes,  which  render  witnesses  in- 
competent. In  these,  the  writer  has  inquired  into  the  sev- 
eral  objections  to  witnesses,  arising  from  want  of  reason  or 
understanding,  firom  defect  of  religious  principle,  firom  con- 
viction of  certain  crimes  or  from  infamy  of  character,  from 
interest,  and  lastly  that  arising  from  the  relation  which 
subsists  between  a  client  and  his  counsel  or  his  solicitor. 
After  ascertaining  whether  the  witness  is  competent  to  give 
evidence,  the  next* question  that  arises,  is,  what  evidence 
ought  to  be  given,  and  how  the  witness  ought  to  be  exam« 
ined.  The  seventh  chapter,  therefore,  treats  of  the  general 
nature  of  proofs  ;  and  the  eighth,  of  the  regular  mode  of 


Mtendance  of  Witnesses.  [Ch.  k 

examining  a  witness.  And  the  first  part  *then  concludes 
with  an  inquiry  into  bills  of  exception  and  demurrers  to 
evidence. 

The  second  part,  which  relates  to  written  evidence, 
treats  of  records,  of  the  admissibility  of  verdicts,  and 
judgments,  and  other  judicial  proceedings,  and  of  the 
manner  in  which  they  are  to  be  regularly  proved.  Public 
writings,  not  of  a  judicial  nature,  and  the  inspection  of 
such  writings,  are  next  considered ;  after  which,  follows  an 
inquiry  into  the  proof  of  private  writings,  the  requisite  of 
stamps  on  written  instruments ;  and,  lastly,  into  the  ad- 
missibility of  parol  evidence  by  which  written  instruments 
may  be  explained  or  varied* 


CHAP.  I. 

On  the  j1  (tendance  of  Witnesses. 

Attendance  The  process,  which  courts  of  law  have  instituted  for  the 
ID  ci  cases,  p^^p^gg  q(  compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  is,  the 
wrh  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum  (a).  This  writ  com- 
mands the  witness  to  appear  at  the  trial  to  testify  what  he 
knows  in  the  cause,  under  the  penalty  of  lOOl.  to  be  for- 
feited to  the  king.  And  the  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  9.  s.  12.  gives 
/  an  additional  remedy  by  enacting,  that,  ^'  if  any  person 
(upon  whom  any  process  out  of  a  court  of  record  shall  be 
served,  to  testify  concerning  any  cause  or  matter  depend- 
ing there,  and  having  tendered  to  him  according  to  his 
countenance  or  calling  such  reasonable  sum  of  money 
for  his  costs  and  charges,  as  with  regard  to  the  distance  of 

(a)  A  subpoena  is  not  necessary,  if  the  witne£&  will  appear  with- 
out one,  and  in  case  of  his  voluntary  attendance  and  examination, 
his  expenses  are  to  be  allowed  equally  as  if  he  had  appeared  on 

subpoena.  De  BermevilU  v.  De  BenneviUe,  1  Binney  46.  Bac.  Abr^ 
Evidence,  (o) 
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ihe  place  i«  necessary  to  be  allowed,)  do  not  appear  ac- 
cording to  the  tenour  of  the  process^  not  having  a  lawful 
and  reasonable  cause  to  the  contrary  ;  he  shall  forfeit  for 
every  such  offence  lOL,  and  yield  such  further  recompense 
to  the  party  grieved,  as  by  the  discretion  of  the  judge  of 
xhe  court,  out  of  which  the  process  issues,  shall  be  award- 
ed  (6)." 

*No  witness  is  bound  to  appear  in  civil  cases,  unless  his  *  3 

reasonable  expenses,  for  going  to  and  returning  from  the 


••aria 


(6)  The  statute  of  the  state  of  New- York,  on  this  bead,  is  as 
fellows  : — ^Each  person  served  with  process  to  testify  in  any  court 
of  record  witfain  this  state,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  as  a  compen- 
sation for  his  attendance  and  expenses  of  such  court,  the  daily  al- 
lowance specified  in  the  act  regulating  the  fees  of  the  several  offi< 
cers  and  ministers  of  justice  within  this  state  ;  and  if  any  person 
being  subpoenaed,  upon  being  tendered  with  the  amount  of  the 
aaid  allowance,  estimating  each  day's  travelling  to,  attending  at, 
and  returning  from  such  court,  compuMng  thirty  miles  to  a  day^s 
travelling,  and  including  one  day's  attendance  only,  shall  not  there- 
upon appear  according  to  the  tenour  of  the  said  process,  without  a 
lawful  and  reasonable  excuse,  shalUbrfeit  to  the  party  grieved  fif^y 
dollars,  and  shall  also  yield  further  recompense  to  the  party  grieved 
according  to  the  less  and  hindrance  sustained,  to  be  recovered  by 
action  of  debt  in  any  court,  with  costs  of  suit.  Sess.  36.  c.  66.  s. 
20.  1  R.  L.  524.  The  fees  here  alluded  to  are,  for  a  witness  at- 
tending in  his  county,  twenty-five  cents  per  day :  and  attending 
from  a  foreign  county,  and  coming  and  returning,  Miy  cents  per 
day.  2  R.  L.  29.  No  fees  for  witnesses  can  be  taxed,  without 
proof  by  affidavit,  of  their  attendance  and  travel.  Jackson  d^ 
Kincard  v.  Scatty  6  Johns,  Rep,  330.  In  Massachusetts,  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  witness  himself,  as  to  bis  travel  and  attendance,  is 
conclusive  in  taxing  costs,  unless  something  suspicious  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  certificate.  Cook  v.  Holmes^  1  Mass.  Rep.  296. 
In  Connecticut,  the  usual  process  is  by  subpoena,  signed  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  or  magistrate.  When  a  witness  has  been  thus 
summoned  to  appear,  and  his  fees  for  travel  and  one  day's  attend- 
ance tendered  to  him,  if  he  neglect  to  appear,  the  court  will,  on 
motion,  issue  a  capias  to  take  his  body,  and  bring  him  before  them, 
to  testify.    SvtnJVs  Ev.  1 06, 
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trial,  be  tendered  him  at  the  time  of  serving  the  subpoena ; 
nor,  if  he  appears,  is  he  bound  to  give  evidence,  till  such 
charges  are  actually  paid  or  tendered  (1),  except  he  reside 
within  the  bills  of  mortality,  and  be  summoned  to  give  evi- 
dence within  them  (2).  The  necessity  of  this  previous 
tender  arises  from  the  special  provision  in  the  act  of  Eliza- 
beth before  cited. 

If  a  necessary  witness  is  brought  over  from  a  foreign 
country  after  the  commencement  of  an  action,  and  gives 
evidence  at  the  trial,  the  reasonable  expenses  of  his  passage 
over,  and  of  his  subsistence  here  pending  the  action,  will  be 
allowed  on  the  taxation  of  costs.  This  point  was  deter- 
mined by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  case  of  Cotton 
V,  Witt  (3) ;  in  which  case,  it  may  be  proper  to  observe, 
an  application  had  been  made  to  the  opposite  party  for  his 
consent  to  the  examination  of  the  witness  on  interrogato- 
ries, which  had  been  refused.  In  the  taxation  of  costs  in 
that  case,  the  expenses  of  the  witnesses  return  to  his  own 
country  after  the  trial  were  not  allowed.  According  to  the 
report,  little  notice  appears  to  have  been  taken  of  that 
point ;  and  no  reason  seems  to  have  been  stated  for  making 
the  distinction.  The  allowance  of  expenses  in  the  case  of 
foreign  witnesses  is  from  analogy  to  the  common  case  of 
witnesses  resident  in  this  country )  and  there,  on  the  tax- 
ation of  costs,  the  expenses  are  allowed  for  the  witness's 
return  to  his  place  of  residence,  as  well  as  for  his  journey  to 
the  place  of  trial*  And  it  should  seem,  from  the  reported 
opinion  of  the  present  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Com* 
toon  Pleas  in  the  later  case  of  Sturdy  v.  Andrews  (4),  that, 
when  a  witness  is  brought  over  from  a  foreign  country  qfier 
the  commencement  of  an  action,  the  expenses  both  of  his 
*coming  tp  this  country  and  of  his  return  ought  to  be  allow^ 
ed  in  the  taxation  of  costs.  But  such  costs  will  not  be  al- 
lowed, if  the  witness  has  been  brought  over  from  abroad 

(1)  Chapman  YtPoynton,!^  Stra.  (2)  3  Blac.    Com^  369,    Tidd, 

1160.  13  East,  16.  d.  a.  S.  C.  more  Prac.  805. 

fully  stated.    Bowles  t,  Johnson,  1  (3)  4  Taunt.  65. 

Blac.  Rep.  36.  Fuller  v.  Prentice,  1  (4)  4  Tannt.  699, 
H.  Blac.  49. 


Ch.  1.]  •    Attmdtmee  of  Witnesses. 

previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  action  (1),  or  if  the 
-witness,  being  In  the  country,  was  detained  here  for  the 
purposes  of  the  trial  (2)  \  in  those  cases,  the  court  will  on- 
ly allow  the  expenses  for  the  witness's  subsistence  here 
during  the  action  (a). 

As  only  four  witnesses  can  be  included  in  one  writ  of 
$ubpcena  (3),  several  writs  are  frequently  necessary.  In 
order  to  save  expense,  it  is  Settled,  that  leaving  a  ticket, 
containing  the  substance  of  the  writ,  will  be  as  effectual 
as  the  writ  itself  (i) ;  but  the  writ  ought  to  be  shown  (4). 
The  writ  or  ticket  should  be  served  personally  on  the  wit- 
ness (5),  and  in  jeasonable  time  before  the  day  of  trial,  that 
be  may  suffer  the  less  inconvenience  from  his  attendance,  on 
the  court  (6).  .  Notice  to  a  witness  in  London,  at  two  in 
the  afternoon,  requiring  him  to  attend  the  sittings  at  West- 
minster in  the  course  of  the  same  evening,  has  been  held  to 
be  too  short  (7).  If  the  witness,  whose  attendance  is  re- 
quired, be  a  married  woman,  it  will  be  necessary  to  serve 
the  subpoena  upon  her  personally,  and  the  fender  of  the  ex- 
penses should  be  made  to  her  and  not  to  her  husband  (8). 
If  a  cause. appointed  for  one  sitting  be  made  a  remanet^ 
the  subpoena  must  be.  re-sealed  and  re-served  (9). 

If  a  witness,  who  has  been  duly  served  with  the  writ,  and 
has  had  a  tender  of  the  reasonable  expenses,  omits  to  at- 

(1)  Scbimmel  t.  Loiuada,  4  1064.  Wakefield's  case,  Rep.  temp. 
TauDt.  695.  Hard.  313.  S.  P, 

(2)  Stardy  y.  Andrews,  4  Taunt.  (6)  Hanimon  v.  Stewart,  1  Stra. 
607.  509. 

(3)  Cowp.  846.  (7)  2  Tidd.  Pr.  807.,  5th  edit. 

(4)  Goodwin  v,  Weat,  Cro.  Car.  (8)  Cro.  El.  122, 1  Jon.  430.  S.  P. 
S22.  540.  Madison  ▼.  Shore,  5  Mod.  (9)  Sydenham  v.  Rand,  24.  G.  3. 
355.  S.  P.  K.  B.  cited  fh>m  MS.  in  2  Tidd.  Pr. 

(5)  Smalt  V.  Whitmin,   2  Stra.  806. 

(a)  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of  New- York  has  decided, 
that  where  witnesses  are  brought  from  another  state,  the  time  of 
their  attendance  can  only  be  computed  from  the  place  of  trial, 
coming  and  returning,  to  the  boundary  line  of  the  state.  Howland 
jjr  osiers  v.  Lenox,  ^  Maidandy  4  Johns.  Rep.  311. 

(b)  A  subpoena  ticket  to  appear  at  a  term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
not  mentioning  the  place  where  the  court  was  to  be  held,  wasad- 
^ged  to  be  sufficient.  The  People  v.  Fan  Wycky  2  Ca%ne$'  Rep.  333* 
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tend  at  the  trial  without  a  sufScient  cause,  he  is  liable  to  be 
proceeded  against  in  one  of  three  ways :  1.  By  attachment, 
*for  a  contempt  of  the  process  of  the  court  (1) ;  %  By  a 
special  action  on  the  case  for  damages^  at  common  law  {9)\ 
3.  By  an  action  on  the  stat.  5  Eliz.  c*  9.  s.  13.  for  the  pe« 
nalty  of  lOU,  and  also  for  the  further  recompense  recover- 
able under  that  stfitute*  This  action  for  a  further  recom** 
pense  will  not  lie,  unless  the  amount  has  been  previously 
assessed  by  the  court  out  of  which  the  process  issued :  net' 
ther  the  jury  nor  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  being  competetit  to 
make  the  assessment  (3)«  When  the  assessment  has  been 
made,  an  action  of  debt  will  lie.  But  the  more  usual  way 
is  to  proceed  by  attachment.  And  in  order  to  groimd  this 
summary  way  of  proceeding,  it  is  not  only  necessary  td 
show  an  ill  motive  in  the  withess,  or  negligence  and  inat- 
tention to  the  process  of  the  court,  but  also  to  prove  d&at 
the  fitness  was  personally  served  (4),  and  that  his  reason- 
able expenses  were  paid  or  tendered  at  the  time  of  the 
service  of  the  subpoena  (5).. 

It  has  been  laid  down,  that  it  is  not  the  practice  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  grant  an  attachment  against  a 
witness  for  non-attendance,  but  that  they  leave  the  party 
injured  to  his  remedy  at  law  (6).  However  several 
cases  (7),  in  nimich  the  court  has  refused  an  attachment 
under  special  circumstances,  seem  to  show  that  the  general 
rule  is  the  same  in  the  Common  Pleas  as  in  the  Court  of 
King^s  'Bench. 

The  witnesses,  as  well  as  the  parties  in  the  suit,  are  pro- 
tected by  courts  of  justice,  and  privileged  from  arrest  (a), 

(1)  1  Stra.  510.  2  Stfe.  810.1054.  Fletcher,  cited  13  East,  16.  Mnffe 
1150.     Cowp.  846.    Dong.  561.         t.  FoWke,  Barnes,  33. 

(2)  Pearson  y.  Dm,  Doug.  561,  (T)  Brodie  ▼.  Tichel,  Bam.  35. 

3)  lb.     See  ante,  p.  2.  Stretch  v,  Wheeler,  do.  497.   Fuller 

4)  2  Stra.  1054.  ▼.  Prentice,  1  H.  Bl.  4d.    Blanford 

5)  Ante,  p.  2.  v.  Detastet,  5  Tauqt.  360. 
(6)  Per  Wright,  J.  in  Ryder  v. 

(a)  A  witness  or  party  coming  from  another  place  than  that  in 
whj^h  the  court  sits,  is  protected  while  at  his  lodgings,  as  well  as 
wiien  going  to,  or  leturaiog  from  court.  Hur^s  case,  4  DaU.  387. 
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nmio  marmdo  et  redeundo  (8).  And  in  ordinary  cases  it 
is  not  necessary  for  the  protection  of  a  witness,  that  he 
should  have  been  served  with  a  subpoena  (i),  if  upon  appli- 
cation to  him  he  ^consented  to  attend  without  one  (!)•  A 
reasonable  time  is  allowed  to  the  witness  for  going  and  re- 
turning ;  and,  in  making  the  allowance)  the  courts  are  dis- 
posed to  be  liberal  (2).  This  privilege  has  been  extended  to 
a  party  in  the  suit  attending  an  arbitrator  under  an  order 
of  nisi  prius  (3)»  And  so  a  bankrupt,  attending  a  meeting 
of  commissioners  in  pursuance  of  a  notice,  is  during  his  at- 
tendance protected  from  arrest  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor  (4), 
the  commissioners  being  assembled  under  the  authority  of 
an  act  of  parliament,  and  sitting  sis  a  court  for  the  admin- 
istration of  Justice  (6)« 

Commissioners  of  bankrupt,  by  stat«  1  J.  1.  c«  15.  s.  15. 
are  empowered  to  issue  their  warrant  and  apprehend  per- 
sons, who,  after  a  sufficient  warning  given  to  them,  refuse 
to  come  and  appear  before  them  to  be  examined,  not  hav- 
ing any  lawful  impediment  for  such  refusal.      And  by 

(8)  Lighifoott.  Caiiieroo,2  Blac.        (3)  Spence  v.  Staart,  3  East,  8S. 

iUp.  1113.  .    (4)  Aiding  v.  Flower,  8  T.  K. 

(1)  Lrfi.  KeDYOO,  C.  J.  in  Ardipg  v.  634.  2  Blac.  Rep.  1 142.    Kinder  v. 

Flower,  8  T.  R.  636.  WilUamB,  4  T.  R.  377.  Spence  y. 

(3)  2  Blac.  Rep.  1113.  Hatch  v.  Stuart,  3  East,  89.  Ex  parte  Byne, 

Bfisaet,  Gflb.  Cas.  308,  cited  2  Stra.  1  Ves.  &  Beam.  316. 
986.    13  Eait,  IS.  n.  (a).  , 
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(b)  But  it  has  been  held,  in  Massachusetts,  that  a  witDess  attend- 
ing without  process  is  not  privileged  from  arrest.  Ex  parte 
M'NeU,  6  Mom.  Rep.  264. 

(a)  So,  a  witness  attending  from  another  state  to  prove  a  will  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of  New- York,  was  held  to  be  priv- 
ileged. Morris  v.  Becu^^  2  Johns.  Rep.  294.  So,  a  witness  at- 
tending at  the  general  Sessions  of  the  peace  under  a  recognizance. 
Bcun  Y.  Tudtermanj  1  Jokns.  Rep.  638.  But  notice  must  be 
given  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  intended  application  to  the  court  to  be 
discharged.  Oroverv.Oreen,  1  Caines^  Rep.  115.  The  privilege 
does  not  extend  throughout  the  term  at  which  the  cause  is  mariced 
for  trial ;  nor  will  it  protect  the  witness  while  he  is  engaged  in 
transacting  his  general  private  ))iisiness,  after  he  is  discharged  from, 
the  obligation  of  his  subpoena.     Smythe  v.  Banksy  4  Doll.  329. 
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aection  11.  of  the  same  act,,  witnesses  sent  for  by  thecom* 
misaioners  shall  have  such  costs  and  charges  as  the  oodit 
missioners  shall  think  fit.  It  has  been  determined,  that  it, 
is  not  necessary,  under  this  section,  to  tender  a  .witness,  at 
the  time  of  summoning  him,  the  expanses  of  his  journey ; 
although,  if  he  be  in  fact  without  the  means  of  taking  the. 
journey,  it  may  be  an  excuse  for  not  obeying  the  sum- 
mons (5).  The  necessity  of  a  previous  tender  of  expenses, 
in  the  case  of  a  witness  who  is  subpoenaed  to  attend  at,  a 
trial,  arises  from  the  special  provision  of  the  stat^A.'SliI^ 
c.  9.  s.  12. 

By  the  stat.  5  G.  2.  c*  30.  s.  6.  it  is  enacted,  t}iat,  iii  case 
a  bankrupt  is  in  execution  at  cannot  be  brought  before  the 
commissioners,  the  acting  commissioners  shall  attend  the 
bankrupt  and  take  his  discovery :  but  as  this  attendance  on 
*  7  *the  bankrupt  in  prison  has  been  found  to  be  extremely  in- 

convenient, it  is  now  provided  by  stat.  4ftG«  3.  o.  121. 
s.  1 3.  that  bankrupts  charged  iitelsZutiotNMlpi^^brought 
before  the  commissioners  to  be  examined  by  tkem,  in<  th^. 
same  manner  as  bankrupts  in  custody  on  mesne  process  : 
and  the  warrant  of  the  commissioners  is  an  indemnity  to 
the  keeper  of  the  prison* 

The  general  enclosure  act,  Stat.  41  0/3.*c.  109.-9.  33,34. 
gives  commissioners  a  power  to  sunmion  in  writing  any 
person  within  a  certain  distance  to  appear  before  them  and 
to  be  examined,  and  subjects  them  to  a  penalty,  in  case 
they  refuse  to  appear. 
Attendaoce  ^^^  means  of  compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  in 
lll^?""***  criminal  cases,  are  of  two  kinds  (1) :  first,  By  process  of 
subpoena ;  or,  secondly,  the  justice  or  coroner,  who  takes 
the  information  of  the  witnesses,  may,  at  the  time  of  taking 
it,  or  at  any  time  before  the  trial,  bind  them  over  to  ap- 
pear, andy  if  they  refuse  to  come  or  be  bound  over,  may 
commit  them  for  a  contempt :  and  this  is  the  ordinary  and 
more  effectual  method. 

In  prosecutions  for  misdemeanors  the  defenolant  has  been 
from  the  earliest  times  allowed  the  writ  of  subposna  :  but 
• 

(6)  Battye  t.  Greiley,  8  East,  318.        (1)  2  Hale  P.  C.  281. 
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prisoners  bad  no  right,  by  (he  common  law,  to  this  process 
in  capital  cases  (S^),  without  the  special  order  of  the  court. 
Formerly  a  prisoner  was  put  upon  bis  trial  under  a  twofold 
disadvantage  ;  he  was  unable  to  coHipel  the  attendance  of 
witnesses,  and,  if  they  voluntarily  attended,  their  evidence, 
not  being  given  on  oath,  met  with  less  credit  than  the  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  prosecution.  But  by  stat.  7  W. 
3.  c*  s.  7.,  all  persons  indicted  for  any  high  treason,  where- 
by corruption  of  blood  may  ensue,  shall  have  the  like  pro- 
cess of  the  court,  where  they  shall  be  tried,  to  compel  their 
witnesses  to  appear  for  them,  as  is  usually  granted  to  com- 
pel ^witnesses  to  appear  against  them  (a).  And  now,  as  the  *  8 
Stat.  1  Ann.  st.  1.  c.  9.  s.  3.  enacts,,  that  all  witnesses  on 
behalf  of  a  prisoner,  on  a  trial  for  treason  or  felony,  shall 
be  sworn  in  the  same  manner  as  witnesses  for  the  crown, 
and  be  liable  to  all  the  penalties  of  perjury,  process  may 
be  taken  out  against  them  in  any  case  whatever  (1). 

In  order  to  provide  for  the  appearance  of  witnesses,  to 
answer  in  cases  where  warrants  are  not  usqally  issued,  and 
to  give  evidence  .in  criminal  prosecutions  in  any  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  it  is  enacted  by  a  late.act  of  parliament, 
Stat.  45  6.  3.  c.  93.  s.  3.,  that  th^  service  of  a  writ  of  sub- 
poena or  other  process  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 
•hall  be  as  effectual  to  compel  his  appearance  in  any  othei* 
part,  as  if  the  same  had  been  served  in  that  part  where 
the  person  is  required  to  appear.  And  if  the  person  served 

(ft)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  46.  s.  17.  (IJ  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46.  s.  17. 


(a)  Sec  the  statutes  of  the  state  of  New-York,  by  which  pro- 
cess for  witnesses  is  aHbwed  the  prisoner  in  treason ;  sess.  24.  c.  29. 
9.  4.  1  R.  L.  H5.  and  in  felony,  sess.  36.  c.  8.  s.  11.  1  R.  L. 
496,  And  see  Laws  U.  S.  act  of  April  30,  1790^  sect.  29.  to  the 
same  effect  In  South  Carolina,  it  has  been  held  that  the  defend- 
ant to  an  indictment  was  entitled  to  subpoenas  to  compel  the  atten- 
dance of  witnesses,  afler  the  trial,  to  make  affidavit  of  extenuating 
circumstances,  to  be  submitted  to  the  court  in  order  to  lessen  the 
degree  of  punishment.  The  State  v.  Smith  and  Camewn^  2  Bay^ 
6?. 
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does  not  appear,  the  court,  out  of  which  the  process  issued, 
may  transmit  a  certificate  of  the  default  in  the  manner  spe- 
cified by  the  act,  and  the  court  to  which  the  certificate 
is  transmitted  may  punish  the  person  for  his  default,  as 
if  he  had  refused  to  appear  to  process  issuing  out  of  that 
court  (i). 

Compensa-  {q  civil  proceedings,  as  we  have  seen,  a  witness  is  not 
obliged  to  attend,  unless  his  expenses  are  duly  tendered ; 
but,  in  criminal  prosecutions,  die  demands  of  public  jus- 
tice supersede  every  consideration  of  private  inconveni- 
ence, and  witnesses  are  unconditionally  bound  to  appear* 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  reasonable  and  highly  expedient, 
that,  when  they  attend  on  behalf  of  the  public,  a  fair  com- 
pensation should  be  given  them  for  their  trouble  and  ne- 
cessary expense.  Formerly,  liowever,  the  law  provided 
no  means  for  reimbursing  them;  a  defect  in  our  judicial 
administration,  which  was  at  length  remedied  by  stat.  27 
G.  3*  c.  3.  s.  3.  This  statute  enacts,  that  ^^  when  any  poor 
person  shall  appear  on  recognizance  to  give  evidence 
against  another  accused  of  grand  or  petit  larceny  .or  other 

«  g  felony,  *the  court  may  on  the  oath  of  such  person,  and  on 

consideration  of  his  circuftistances,  in  open  court  order  the 
treasurer  of  the  county  or  place,  in  which  the  offence  shall 
have  been  committed,  to  pay  such  sum  of  money,  as  to  the 
court  shaU  seem  reasonable,  for  his  time,  trouble,  and 
expense."  As  this  statute  extended  only  to  poor  persons 
who  appeared  on  recognizance,  and  not  to  such  as  appear- 
ed on  subpoena  to  give  evidence,  it  was  afterwards  deemed 
reasonable  by  the  legislature,  that  every  person  so  appear- 
ing on  recognizance  or  subpoena  should  be  allowed  his  rea- 
sonable expenses,  and  also,  in  case  of  poverty,  a  satis£atc- 
tion  for  his  trouble  and  loss  of  time.  The  stat.  18  G.  3. 
c.  19.  s.  8.  therefore  enacts  that  "  where  any  person  shall 

(6)  In  the  state  of  New-York,  the  courts  of  common  pleas  and 
of  general  sessioDs  of  the  peace  may  issue  subpoenas  into  any  part 
of  the  state,  under  the  like  penalties  as  if  the;  witness  were  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Sess.  36.  c.  65. «.  10.  2  R.  L.  147. 


\ 


Oh.  1.]  Attendance  of  Witnesses.  9 

appear  on  recognizance  or  subpoena  to  give  evidence  as  to 
any  grand  or  petit  larceny  or  other  felony,  •^vhether  any  bill  ^ 
or  indictment  be  preferred  or  not  to  the  grand  jury,  it  shall 
be  in  the  power  of  the  court  (provided  the  person  shall,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  have  bona  fide  attended  in  obedi- 
ence to  such  recognizance  or  subpoena,)  to  order  the  trea- 
surer of  the  county  or  division,  in  which  the  offence  shall 
have  been  committed,  to  pay  him  such  sum  as  to  the  court 
shall  seem  reasonable,  not  exceeding  the  expenses  which  it 
shall  appear  to  the  court  the  said  person  was  bona  fide  put 
unto,  by  reason  of  the  said  recognizance  and  subpoena, 
making  a  reasonable  allowance,  in  case  he  shall  appear  to 
be  in  poor  circumstances,  for  trouble  and  loss  of  time  (a)/' 

In  some  cases  a  subpoena  can  have  no  effect,  as  where  witness  oa 
the  witness  is  in  custody,  or  on  board  of  a  ship  under  the  J^^^^/*** 
command  of  an  officer,  who  refuses  to  allow  his  attendance. 
The  course  then  is  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ad 
testificandum ;  for  which  purpose  application  ought  to  be 
made  to  the  court  or  judge,  upon  affidavit  of  the  party  ap- 
plying, stating  that  he  is  a  material  witness  (1);  and,  in 
case  of  his  being  on  board  a  ship,  that  he  is  willing  to 
attend  (^,  (&)•     Upon  this  application  the  court  in  its  dis- 

(1)  Layer^s  case,  Fortesc.  396.  (1)  Roddam's  case,  Cowp.  672.   ^ 


(a)  So,  in  the  state  of  New- York,  poor  witnesses  appearing  on 
recognizance  to  give  evidence  against  another  accused  of  any  lar- 
ceny or  other  felony,  may,  by  order  of  the  court  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  city  or  county  in  which  the  offence  was  committed,  be  compen-. 
sated  for  their  time,  trouble,  and  expense ;  and  witnesses  attending 
at  the  request  of  the  public  prosecutor,  from  a  foreign  state,  to 
give  eviiience  in  any  criminal  prosecution,  are  allowed  such  sum 
of  money,  as  to  the  court  shall  appear  reasonable,  for  their  time, 
trouble,  and  expense.  Sess.  36.  c.  8.  s.  16.  1  R.  L.  498.  The 
act  has  been  construed  to  extend  to  poor  persons  appearing  on  sub- 
poena. The  People  v.  Dowelle  Colemany  41.  But  it  only  applies 
to  such  as  are  poor,  and  not  to  those  who  are  able  to  bear  tbcir  own 
expenses.     Ex  parte  Mannings  1  Caines*  Rep,  59. 

(b)  Whether  the  witness  should  not  have  been  previously  served 
with  a  subpoena  ?  Qiuere,   R,  v.  Roddam,  Cowp.  672, 


r 
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cretion  ^will  make  a  rule,  or  the  judge  will  grant  his  fiat  fov 
a  writ(l),  which  is  then  sued  out,  signed  and  sealed  (2). 
The  writ  should  be  left  with  the  sheriff  or  other  officer, 
^  who  will  then  be  bound  to  bring  up  the  body,  on  being  paid 
his  reasonable  charges  {a).  If  the  witness  be  a  prisoner  of 
war,  he  may  be  examined  by  consent  on  interrogatories, 
but  cannot  be  brought  up  without  an  order  from  the  se* 
cretary  of  state  (3). 

It  has  been  doubted  whether  persons  in  custody  could 
be  brought  up  as  witnesses  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to 
give  evidence  before  any  other  courts  except  those  at 
Westminster;  but  now  by  stat.  43  G.  3*  c.  140.  it  is  enact- 
ed that  a  judge  of  either  of  the  courts  may,  at  his  discreT 
tion,  award  such  writ  for  bringing  a  prisoner,  detained  in 
any  jail  in  England,  before  a  court  martial,  or  before 
commissioners  of  bankrupt,  commissioners  for  auditing 
the  public  accounts,  or  other  commissioners  acting  by  virv 
tue  of  any  royal  commission  or  warrant. 
^!w*  When  a  material  witness  resides  abroad,  or  is  going 

abroad,  and  cannot  attend  at  the  trial,  the  p^irty  requiring 
his  testimony  may  move  the  court  in  term  time,  or  may 
apply  to  a  judge  in  vacation  for  a  rule  or  order  to  have 
him  examini^d  on  interrogatories  de  bene  esse  before  one  of 
the  judges  of  the  court  (6),  if  the  witness  reside  in  town,  or 
if  he  reside  in  the  country  or  abroad,  before  commission*- 
ers  specially  appointed  and  approved  by  the  opposite  pari- 
ty (4).  The  rule  or  order  for  such  examination,  which  is 
only  secondary  evidence,  cannot  be  obtained  without  the 
consent  of  both  parties.  And,  though  the  court  cannot 
compel  the  other  party  to  consent,  yet,  if  necessary,  it  will 
assist  the  party  applying,  by  putting  off  the  trial,  (that  there 
may  be  an  opportunity  of  filing  a  bil]  in  equity,)  until  the 
consent  is  obtained,  or  the  witness  returns :  and  if,  after 

(1)  Burbage^s  case,  3  Burr.  1440.    (3)  Furirv.  Newnham,  t  Dong.  419L 

(2)  Tidd.  Fr.  739.  (4)  2  Tidd.  Pr.  812, 

: — : : : n 

(a)  Noble  V.  Smith  ctnd  a^rs^  5  Johns,  Rep,  357. 
(6)  j^ost,  272,  273. 
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all,  the  ^defendant  should  refuse,  the  court  will  not  give 
him  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  (1). 

When  a  party,  after  obtaining  leave  by  consent,  exa-* 
mines  witnesses  abroad  on  depositions,  he  will  not  be  en* 
titled  to  any  allowance  in  the  taxation  of  costs  for  the  ex** 
pense  of  taking  the  depositions,  although  he  may  proceed 
in  the  action  (3).  The  same  rule  prevails  in  the  court  of 
chancery :  if  a  party  applies  to  that  court  for  a  commission 
to  examine  witnesses,  he  must  pay  the  expenses  (a). 

Before  the  court  will  consent  to  put  off  the  trial  on  ac- 
count of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness,  it  requires  to 
be  satisfied,  that  justice  would  be  done  by  refusing  the  ap- 
plication, and  that  the  party  who  makes  the  applicallon 
has  not  conducted  himself  unfairly,  nor  been  the  cause  of 
any  improper  delay  (3).  The  rule  will  not  be  granted  where 
the  testimony  6f  the  witness  is  intended  to  set  up  an  odi- 
ous defence,  (as,  that  the  plaintiff  is  slave  to  the  defendant, 
and  therefore  could  not  recover  in  the  action,  or  that  he  is 
an  alien  enemy,(4)  &c.)  :  nor  will  it  grant  the  rule  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  the  defendant  an  opportunity,  which  he 
has  once  lost  by  his  onvB  neglect,  of  applying  to  a  court  of 
(equity  (6)  for  a  commission  (5)* 

(1)  Furlj  V.  Newnham,  2  Doug.        (3)  Saunden  ▼.  Pitman,  1  Bos.  & 
419.    Moftjn  ▼.  Fabrigas,  Cowp.    PuU.  33. 

174.    Caffiard  v.  Vaogfaaa,  1  Bof .  (4)  Robinaon  t.  Snytfa,  1  Bos.  Is 

&Pun.  211.  PttU.  454. 

(2)  Stephens  v.  Grichton^  S  East,  (5)  Calllard  ▼.  Vaugfaan,  1  Bos.  U 
269.    Taylor    v.  Roy.   Ex.    Ass.  Pi|ll.  ^12. 

Comp.,  8  East,  393. 

".  -     ■         •  • 

(a)  In  the  state  of  New-York,  the  expenses  of  execvUng  a  com- 

qussion  are  not  taxable,  but  the  party  will  be  allowed  the  costs  of 
nting  it  <nft»     Kenny  ▼.  Van  HonUj  2  Johm.  R^.  107. 

(6)  The  absence  of  a  witness  whom  the  party  might  have  exam- 
ined de  bene  ^sse,  is  no  cause  for  putting  off  the  t^ial.  M^Kay  v. 
Marine  Ins.  Co,  2  Caines^  Rtp,  384.  As  to  the  practioe  illative  tci 
putting  off  trials  on^account  of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness, 
vide  Rex  v.  U  Chevalier  D'Eon,  3  Burr.  1513.  S.  C.  1  W.  Black. 
310.  1  SeUon's  Practice,'  418,  419,  420.  Schloseer  v.  Lesher,  1 
DaU.  261.     Boven  v.  JDouglas,  2  DaO.  44.     Petwxngton  v.  ScoU^  • 
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Where  a  caase  of  action  has  arisen  in  India,  or  any 
offence  has  been  committed  there,  which  is  tried  in  this 
country,  the  evidence  of  witnesses  resident  in  India  may 
be  obtained  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  stat.  13  G*  3*  c» 
63.  8.  40.  and  s,  44, 

fiabpoana  ]f  ^  witness  has  in  his  possession  any  deeds  ot  writings, 

'  which  are  thought  necessary  at  the  trial,  a  special  clause 

^  1 J  must  be  inserted  in  the  subpoena,  called  a  duces  tecum,  com- 

manding him  to  bring  them  with  him.  When  the  writings 
are  in  possession  of  the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney, 
notice  should  be  given  to  produce  them,  and  if  after  proof 
of  a  reasonable  notice  they,  are  refused,  secondary  evi<^ 
dence  of  the  contents  will  be  admitted  (a).  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  give  notice  to  the  defendant  himself;  giving  it  to 
)us  attorney  will  be  sufficient,  even  in  penal  actions  (1.) 

This  writ  of  subpoena  duces  tecum,  as  well  as  jthe  other 
writ  of  subpoena  ad  teatificandumy  is  compulsory  upon  the 
witness.  And  though  it  will  be  a  question  for  the  consi-* 
deration  of  the  judge  at  the.  trial,  whether  in  any  parti-: 
cular  case  the  actual  production  of  writings  should  be 
enforced,  yet  the  witness  ought  always  to  have  them  ready 
to  be  produced,  if  required,  in  obedience  to  the  judicial 
mandate  (2).  From  the  earliest  times,  our  courts  of  com- 
mon law,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  their  proceedings,  have 
resorted  to  these  compulsory  measures  for  the  production 
of  evidence,  measures  obviously  essential  to  the  existence^ 
and  constitution  of  courts  of  justice  (i). 

(1)  Attorner-Genenl  v.  LeMer-        (2)  Amejr  ▼.  Long,  d  Eut,  485* 
chant,  2  T.  R.  903.  n.  Gates  q.  t.  • 
V.  Winter,  3  T.R.  306. 


wid.  94.  White  v.  Lynch,  tbid.  l83.  Symes^s  Lessee  v.  Irvine, 
ibid.  383.  Dceoidson  v.  Brcroon,  4  Binney,  243.  CmtmiowaDeaJUk  v. 
MUlatdj  1  Mass.  Rep.  6.  Smitk  v.  Barker,  3  Day,  280.  Ano- 
nymous, ibid.  308.     The  United  States  y.  Frink,  4  Day,  471 . 

(o)  Post,  336—343. 

(6)  In  a  nisi  prius  case,  LordKenyon  ruled,  that  the  court  could 
not  compel  a  witness,  who  had  been  served  with  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum,  to  produce  a  private  paper.   Miles  v.  DaTvson,  1  Esp.  406. 
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♦CHAP.  II. 

Of  the  Incompettnof  of  Witnesses  from  Want  of  Under* 

standingm 

When  a  witness  appears,  he  must  be  regularly  sworn, 
unless  an  objection  is  made  to  his  competency.  An  ex- 
ception to  the  credibility  of  a  witness  cannot  exclude  him 
from  being  sworn.  The  exception  of  kindred,  for  exam- 
ple, although  it  is  a  good  cause  of  challenge  against  a  juror, 
is  not  an  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness ;  a  fa- 
ther is  a  competent  witness  for  or  against  his  son,  and  a 
master  for  his  servant,  or  the  servant  for  his  master*  Such 
exceptions  may  affect  the  credibility,  but  they  do  not  affect 
the  competency  of  witnesses* 

As  it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  consider  what  degree 
of  credit  ought  to  be  given  to  evidence,  so  it  is  for  the  court 
alone  to  determine  whether  a  witness  is  competent,  or  the 
evidence  admissible.  Whether  there  is  any  evidence,  is  a 
question'  fo{  the  judge :  whether  it  is  sufficient  (a),  is  for  the 
jury  (1).    And  whatever  antecedent  iacts  are  necessary  to 

(1)  Per  Buller  J.,  Comp.  of  CarpeDten,  &c.  v.  Hayward,  Doug.  375. 
Bun.  N.  P.  297. 

nowever,  LordEIlenborough  considers  that  case  as  establishing  in 
principle  nothing  more  than  this,  that  there  are  circumstances  In 
respect  of  which  the  production  of  an  instrument,  required  in  the 
terms  of  a  stApcenay  would  not  be  enforced  by  the  authority  of  the 
court.     Amey  v.  Long^  9  East,  485. 

(a) Vide  FfiUs  v.TneJber,  3  Biimeyj  370.  372,  373.  Hardaway  v. 
MoMSfm^  2  Mun.  230.  ShanJb  4*  M'Rae  v.  Fenwtcib,  Ihid.  487. 
1  Wwh.  90.  The  rule,  that  it  Is  the  province  of  the  jury  alone  to 
decide  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidetice,  has,  in  Virginia,  been 
carried  to  the  extent  of  prohibiting  the  Court  from  instructing,  or 
l^iving  an  opinion  to,  the  jury,  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence. 
Fither's  Ex'r.  v.  Duncan  ^  TumbuUy  1  Hen.  ^  Mm.  563.  Ked 
4-  Roberts  v.  Herbert,  1  Wa^.  203.  When,  however,  the  judge 
does  give  an  opinion  to  the  jury  on  a  matter  of  fact,  it  should  be 
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be  ascertained,  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  the  question  of 
competency,  as,  for.  example,  whether  a  child  understands 
the  nature  of  an  oath-H>r,  Whether  the  confession  of  a 
prisoner  was  voluntary — or,  whether  declarations,  offered 
in  evidence  as  dying  declarations,  were  made  under  the 
immediate  apprehension  of  death :  these,  and  other  facts 
of  the  same  kjndf  are  to  be  determined  by  the  court,  and 
not  by  the  jury. 

By  the  law  of  England  the  objections  to  the  competency 
of  witnesses  are.  fourfold.     The  first  ground  of  incompe- 
*  1 4  tency  is  want  of  reason  or  understanding :  a  second  Aground 

is  defect  of  religious  principle  :  a  third  ground  arises  from 
conviction  of  certain  crimes,  or  from  infamy  of  character  : 
the  fourth  and  most  general  cause  of  incompetency  is  in- 
terest* Either  of  these  grounds  of  incompetency  will  ex* 
elude  the  witness  from  giving  any  kind  of  evidence*  ^'  I 
find  no  rule  less  coipprehensive  than  this,^'  said  Mr. 
Justice  Lawrence,  in  the  case  of  Jordaine  v.  Lash- 
brooke  (1),  ^^  that  all  persons  are  admissible  witnesses, 
who  have  the  use  of  their  reason,  a.nd  such  religious  belief 
as  to  feel  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  who  have  not  been 
convicted  of  any  infamous  crime,  and  who  are  not  influ- 
enced by  interest." 

(1)  7  T.  R.  610. 

« 
by  way  of  advice,  and  not  of  positive  direction,  as  on  a  question 
of  law.  .  New-York  Firesneu  Itu.  Co,  v.  Waldenf  12  Jokm.Rep» 
.  613.  Illegal  or  improper  evidence,  (however  unimportant  it  may 
be  to  the  cause,)  ought  neyer  to  be  confided  to  the  jury ;  for  if  it 
should  have  an  influence  upon  their  minds,  it  will  mislead  them ; 
and  if  it  should  have  none,  it  is  useless  and  may  at  least  produce 
perplexity.  Lee  v.  Tapseott^  2  Wash.  276.  Brown  ^  Boineau 
V.  May^  1  JIfun.  291.  The  character  of  witnesses  and  the  credit 
which  is  due  to  them,  are  subjects  peculiarly  within  the  province 
of  the  jury ;  and  where  the  verdict  has  depended  on  these  points, 
the  court  has  always  refused  to  interfere,  except  in  extraordinary 
cases.  Lessee  of  FM  v.  Good  and  another^  2  Binneyf  495.  Rogers 
V.  BriUy,   1  Haj/m.  256. 
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An  inquiry  into  these  several  causes  of  incompetency 
forms  the  subject  of  the  four  following  chapters. 

First,  as  to  incompetency  for  want  of  understanding* 

Persons,  who  have  not  the  use  of  reason,  are  from  their 
infirmity  utterly  incapable  of  giving  evidence :  as  persons 
insane,  idiots,  and  lunatics  (a)  under  the  influence  of  their 
malady.  (2).  But  lunatics  and  other  persons,  who  are  sub- 
ject to  temporary  fits  of  insanity,  may  be  witnesses  in  their 
lucid  intervals,  if  they  have  sufficiently  recovered  their 
understandings  (3).  And  a  person  born  deaf  and  dumb  is 
not  on  that  account  incompetent,  but,  if  he  has  sufficient 
understanding,  may  give  evidence  by  signs  with  the  assist- 
ance of  an  interpreter  (4). 

A  witness  must  not  only  have  a  competent  share  of  Children. 
reason,  but  also  know  the  nature  of  an  oath  i  children, 
therefore,  who  are  not  able  to  understand  its  moral  obli- 
gation, cannot  be  examined  (5).  There  seems  to  be  no 
precise  age  fixed,  at  which  infants  are  excluded  from  being 
^witnesses.    At  one  time,  indeed,  their  age  was  considered  «  ]  5 

as  the  criterion  of  their  competency ;  and  it  was  a  general 
rule,  that  none  could  be  admitted  under  the  age  of  nine 
years,  very  few  under  ten(]) ;  which  was  in  some  measure 
denying  them  the  protection  of  law  against  secret  acts  of 
violence  (2).  A  more  reasonable  rule  has  been  since 
adopted ;  and  the  admissibility  of  children  is  now  regu- 
lated not  by  their  age,  but  by  their  apparent  sense  and 
understanding  (&)•  In  Brazier^^  case,  on  an  indictment  for 

(2)  Co.  Lit.  6.  b,  6  Com.  Dig.  tit.    293.    Gilb.  Ev.  130. 

"  Te»tmoigne,'»  A.  1.  (1)  R.  v.  Traven,  2  Stra.  700  ; 

(3)  Com.  Dig.  lb.  and  cases  in  East,  P.  C.  442.  S.  P. 

(4)  Ruston'9  case,  1  Leach    Cr.    1  Hal.  P.  C.  302.  2  Hal.  P.  C.  278. 
C.  455.  (2)  BuD.  N,  P.  293. 

(5)  Com.  Dig.  lb.     BnU.  N.  P. 


(a)  Evidence  may  be  admitted  to  show  the  incompetency  of 
such  person  when  offered  as  a  witness.  Livingston  r.  Kiersted  4* 
Heermancey  10  Jofm$.  Rep,  362. 

(6)  The  King  y.  Rose  Kelly,  1  Jfcfac  JVoi/y,  164.  Swift's  Ev. 
46.  Conmonwealih  y.  Hutchinson,  10  Mass.  Rep.  215.  The 
credit  of  the  witness,  which  is  greatly  impaired  by  his  age,  is  to 
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CHAP.  in. 

Of  Incomptttncy  from  Defect  of  Religious  Principle* 

The  second  ground  of  incompetency,  ivhich*  has  beeA 
mentioned,  is  defect  of  religious  principle. 

All  witnesses  before  they  are  examined,  are  required  to 
take  an  oath,  by  which  they  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Being 
for  the  truth  of  the  evidence  which  they  are  about  to  give. 
This  necessarily  implies  a  belief,  that,  by  the  laws  of  God, 
truth  is  enjoined,  and  falsehood  pimished.  It  is  not  suffi- 
cient, that  a  witness  believes  himself  bound  to  speak  truth 
from  a  regard  to  character  or  the  common  interests  of  so- 

*  17  *ciety,  or  from  fear  of  punishment  (1 ).   Such  motives  have 

indeed  their  influence,  and  may  come  in  aid  of  the  reli- 
gious obligation,  but  they  are  of  a  nature  so  capricious  and 
infirm,  and  so  liable  to  be  perverted,  as  to  afford  little  or 
no  security  for  the  observance  of  truth.  Our  law,  there- 
fore, like  that  of  most  other  civilized  countries,  requires  a 
witness  to  believe,  that  there  is  a  God  and  a  future  state 
of  reward  and  punishment,  and  that  by  taking.the  oath  he 
imprecates  the  divine  vengeance  upon  himself,  if  his  evi- 
dence shall  be  false  (3). 

Atheists,  Ac.  Atheists,  and  such  infidels  as  profess  not  any  religion, 
that,  can  bind  their  consciences  to  speak  the  truth,  are  ex- 
cluded from  being  witnesses  (3).  Lord  Coke,  indeed,  says 
generally,  that  an  infidel  cannot  be  a  witness  (4),  in  which 
denomination  he  intended  to  comprise  Jews  as  well  as  Hea- 
thens (5)  I  and  Mr.  Serjeant  Hawkins  thought  it  a  sufficient 
objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  that  he  believed 
neither  the  Old  nor  the  New  Testament  (6).     Lord  Hale, 

(1)  Riu!(m*s  case,  I  Leach Cr.  C.        (4)  Co.  Lit.  6.  b, 

455.  (6)  2  Inst.  506.    3  Inst.  165.     1 

(2)  White's  case,  Leach  Cr.  C.    Atk.  43.    Willes  641. 

482.  1  Alk.  Rep.  19.  46.  (6)  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2.  c.  46. 

(3)  Bull.  N.  P.  292.     1  Atk.  40.    s.  148. 
45.  48.    Gilb.  £v.  129. 
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however,  was  of  a  different  opinion,  and  strongly  points 
out  the  unreasonableness  of  excluding  indiscriminately  all 
Heathens  from  giving  evidence,  as  well  as  the  inconsistent 
cy  of  compelling  them  to  swear  in  a  form  which  they  may 
possibly  not  consider  binding.  ^^  It  were  a  very  hard  case, 
he  says,  if  a  murder,  committed  here  in  presence  only  of  a 
Turk  or  a  Jew,  should  be  dispunishable,  because  such  an 
oath  should  not  be  taken,  which  the  witness  holds  binding, 
and  cannot  swear  otherwise,  and  possibly  might  think  him- 
self under  no  obligation,  if  sworn  according  to  the  usual 
style  of  the  courts  of  England  (7).^'  All  doubts  upon  this 
subject,  however,  are  now  removed.  In  the  case  of  Om- 
ichund  and  Barker,  (which  came  before  Lord  Chancellor 
Hardwicke,  assisted  by  Lee,  C.  J.,  Willes,  C.  J.,  and  Par- 
ker, C.  B.,)  *it  was  solemnly  decided,  that  the  depositions  ^^ 
of  witnesses  professing  the  Gentoo  religion,  who  had  been 
sworn  ac<!o|[ding  to  the  ceremonies  of  their  religion  under 
a  commission  out  of  Chancery,  ought  to  be  admitted  in  evi- 
dence (1).  And  it  may  now  be  considered  as  an  estab- 
lished rule,  that  infidels  of  any  other  country,  who  believe 
in  a  God,  the  avenger  of  falsehood,  ought  to  be  received 
here  as  witnesses  :  but  infidels,  who  believe  not  that  there 
is  a  God  or  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments  (a), 


s 


2  Hale  P.  C.  279.  21.     1  Wib.  84.  S.  C.  WQks  538. 

1)  OmichuDd  and  Barker,  1  Atk.     S.  C. 


(a)  It  has  been  decided  in  t(ie  Supreme  Court  of  Connecticut, 
that  every  person  who  does  not  believe  in  the  obligation  of  an 
oath,  and  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments,  or  any  ac- 
countability after  death  for  his  conduct,  is  by  law  excluded  from 
being  a  witness ;  for  to  such  a  person  the  law  presumes  no  credit 
is  to  be  given.  Testimony  is  not  to  be  received  from  any  person 
in  a  court  of  justice,  but  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath.  It  would 
therefore  be  idle  i6  administer  an  oath  to  a  man  who  disregards  its 
obligation.  And  every  person  who  believes  in  the  obligation  of 
ap  oath,  whatever  may  be  his  religious  creed,  whether  Christian^ 
Makwnmudan^  or  Pagian^  or  whether  he  disbelieves  them  all,  is  an 
admissible  witness ;  and  may  testify  in  a  court  of  justice,  being 
sworn  according  to  that  form  of  oath,  which,  according  to  his 
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cannot  be  admitted  in  any  case  (2).  It  follows,  that,  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  the  competency  of  a  witness,  the 
proper  question  is,  not  as  to  his  particular  opinions,  as, 
whether  he  believes  in  Jesus  Christ,  or  in  the  gospels,  but 

(2)  WiUes,  549,  1  Atk.  45,   Fa-    gan^s  case,  Leach  Cr.  C.  64. 
china  v.  Sabine,  Stra.  1104.    Mor- 
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creed,  he  holds  to  be  obligatory.  Cttrtiss  v.  Strongs  4  Day^  5}. 
S.  C.  SwiJVi  Ev.iS.  In  the  casis  cited  it  was  made  a  questioii 
wbe&er  the  incompetency  of  the  witness  could  be  proved  from 
his  declarations  out  of  court  ooneemiiig  bis  opinions  and  princi-* 
pies : — the  question  was  decided  in  the  affirmative  ;  and  it  was 
also  decided,  that  the  witness  could  not  be  admitted  to  deny  or 
explain  in  cour^  the  declarations  imputed  to  him,  as  it  would  be 
incongruous  to  admit  a  man  to  his  oath  for  the  purpose  of  leam- 
•  ing  from  him  whether  he  had  the  necessary  qualifications  to  be 
sworn.  Upon  this  case  Judge  Swifl,  in  his  Law  of  Evidenccy 
makes  the  following  remarks : — If  a  case  can  be  supposed  where 
a  man  has  such  a  sense  of  the  moral  obligation  to  speak  the  truth 
at  all  times,  that  he  will,  from  a  regard  to  it,  acknowledge  that  he 
disbelieves  the  religious  obligation  of  an  oath,  he  would,  by  that 
circumstance,  be  entitled  to  credit ;  and  the  consequence  of  this 
mode  of  inquiry  would  be,  where  it  had  any  effect,  that  the  most 
unprincipled  men,  who  ought  not  to  be  credited,  would  never  be 
excluded  by  it ;  and  that  none  but  those  would  be  excluded  who 
had  such  a  high  sense  of  the  moral  obligation  to  speak  the  truth, 
that  they  might  safely  be  relied  on.  Bvt  to  this  mode  of  drawing 
out  the  private  opinions  of  men,  there  are  other  very  serious  objec- 
tions. A  man's  opinions  are  matters  between  himself  and  his  God, 
so  long  as  he  does  not  disclose  them,  and  it  is  wholly  inconsistent 
with  the  rights  of  coqscience,  to  compel  him  to  do  it.  It  is  a  first 
principle  that  no  man  is  bound  to  testify  facts  that  criminate  him, 
or  that  tend  to  disgrace,  degrade,  or  disparage  him.  If  to  say'  that 
a  witness  does  not  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  God,  and  the  obli- 
gation of  an  oath  does  not  criminate  him,  it  will  certainly  be  ac- 
knowleged  that  it  tends  deeply  to  his  disgrace,  degradation,  and 
disparagement :  he  would  therefore  be  under  an  irr^aistable  tempt- 
ation to  answer  such  questions  in  a  manner  favourable  to  bis  cha- 
racter. Such  answer  would  be  deemed  no  evidence  in  itself  of 
the  truth  of  the  fact ;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  expose  a 
man  to  svch  a  tempta^tion  to  prevarication.     U  is  true  in  England, 
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whether  be  believes  in  the  existence  of  a  God  and  a  future 
state*  For  this  reason,  in  a  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Boi- 
ler, where  a  witness,  who  had  been  sworn  on  the  gospels, 
was  asked,  whether  he  believed  in  the  gospels  on  which 
he  had  been  sworn,  the  question  was  objected  to,  and  over- 
ruled by  the  court  (3).  This  question  appears  to  have 
been  put  after  the  swearing  in  chief,  though  before  the  ex- 
amination of  the  witness.  If  it  had  been  asked  before  the 
witness  was  sworn,  it  seems  that  it  would  have  been  regu- 
lar ;  for  if  he  had  not  believed  in  the  gospels,  how  could 
he  have  been  sworn  upon  them  ?  The  administration  of  an 
oath  in  such  a  case  would  be  merely  nugatory ;  and  evi- 
dence would  be  given  without  any  religious  sanction,  on 
the  bare  assertion  of  a  witness.  If  the  law  requires  an 
oath,  and  a  witness  believes  not  in  any  form  of  religion, 
the  consequence  seems  to  be  that  he  cannot  be  sworn  (4). 

It  has  been  frequently  laid  down,  that  persons  excom-  Ezcommmu- 
municated  are  not  competent  witnei^es,  because  it  is  sup-  ^^^^* 
posed,  that  those  who  have  been  excluded  from  the  church 
*are  not  under  the  influence  of  any  religion.     The  autho-  *  19 

rity, 'generally  referred  to  in  support  of  this  rule,  is  a 
dictum  of  Lord  Coke,  C«  J.  in  the  case  of  the  Attorney 

(3)  R.  y.  Taylor,  Peake's  N.  P.    this  subject  by  Mr.  Baron  Simth,  one 
C.  1 1 .  of  the  Barons  of  the  Court  of  Exche- 

(4)  A  Tract  has  been  written  on    quer  in  Ireland. 

in  modem  times,  there  have  been  a  few  instances,  where  inquiries  of 
this  sort  have  been  made  of  witnesses ;  but  a  practice  so  directly  re- 
pugnant to  principle,ooght  not  to  be  deemed  a  precedent  here.  SwifVs 
Ev,  49,  50. — ^Mr.  Christian,  in  a  note  on  3  Black.  Cam,  369,  ob- 
serves, that  he  has  known  a  witness  rejected  and  hissed  out  of 
court,  who  declared  that  he  doubted  of  the  existence  of  a  (lod,  and 
a  future  state ;  but  he  adds, — **  I  have  since  heard  a  learned  judge 
declare  at  nisi  prius,  that  the  judges  had  resolved  not  to  permit 
adult  witnesses  to  be  interrogated  respecting  tbeir  belief  of  the 
Deity  and  of  a  future  state.  It  is  probably  more  conducive  to  the 
course  of  justice  that  this  should  be  presumed  till  the  contrary  is 
proved.  And  the  most  religioUs  witness  may  be  scandaliased  by 
the  imputation,  which  the  very  question  conveys." 
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General  v.  Griffith  (1),  concerning  the  oath  of  allegiance 
required  of  Popish  recusants.  He  is  there  reported  to 
have  said,  "  by  the  stat.  3  J.  1.  c.  5.  every  recusant  convict 
is  to  be  excommunicated ;  and  therefore  on  my  circuit,  I  do 
not  admit  of  them  for  witnesses  between  party  and  party, 
they  being  not  competent  witnesses.^'  On  the  authority  of 
this  dictum,  the  rule  has  been  commonly  adopted  by 
writers  on  the  subject  of  evidence ;  although  the  reason, 
upon  which  it  is  supposed  to  have  been  founded,  would  in 
the  present  day  be  generally  exploded.  But  now,  by  a 
late  act  of  the  legislature,  this  objection  has  been  entirely 
removed.  The  stat.  53  Q.  3.  c.  127.  §  2,  3.  enacts  that  no 
sentence  of  excommunication  shall  be  pronounced  by 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  in  cases  of  contempt  or  disobedience 
to  their  order,  and  that  persons  exconununicated  shall  in 
no  case  incur  any  civil  penalty  or  disability. 

With  regard  to  the  ceremony  or  form  of  administering 
an  oath,  that  form  is  obviously  the  best,  which  most  clearly 
conveys  the  meaning  of  the  oath,  and  most  forcibly  impress^ 
es  its  obligation.  And  since  this  is  not  an  essential  partx»f 
the  oath,  but  entirely  of  human  institution,  and  has  varied 
in  different  times  and  countries,  though  the  substance  of  the 
oath  must  be  the  same  in  all,  it  is  obviously  necessary  to 
allow  men  to  swear  according  to  the  peculiar  ceremony  of 
their  religion,  that  is,  in  the  manner  which  they  consider 
most  binding  on  their  conscience.  "  Possibly,  says  Lord 
Hale,  they  may  not  think  themselves  under  any  obligation, 
if  sworn  according  to  the  usual  style  in  the  courts  of  Eng- 
land (2)."  Jews  have  therefore  been  sworn  in  pur  courts 
from  the  earliest  times  on  the  Pentateuch  (3) ;  and  no  dis- 
tinction appears  ever  to  have  been  taken  between  their 
swearing  in  a  civil  or  in  a  criminal  case.  In  an  old  case, 
*  20  *where  a  witness  refused  to  be  sworn  in  the  usual  form,  by 

laying  his  right  hand  on  the  book  and  kissing  it  afterwards, 
Glin,  C.  J.  ruled,  that  he  might  be  sworn,  by  Jiaving  the 

(1)  2  Bubtr.  155.  (3)  1  Atk.  40.  42.      Willet  543. 

(2)  2  H.  P.  C.  279. 1  Atk.  42.  48.    Cowp.  389. 
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book  laidopen  before  bimand  holding  up  his  right  hand  (1  )• 
^^  In  my  opinion,  said  the  Chief  Justice,  he  has  tak^  as 
strong  an  oath  as  any  other  witness*''  So  on  the  trial  of 
some  of  the  rebels  at  Carlisle  in  the  year  1745,  a  witness 
being  sworn  in  the  same  manner  by  holding  up  his  hand,  the 
point,  was  refei-red  to  tha  judges  for  their  opinioa,  and  they  ' 

all  agreed  in  thinking  the  witness,  legally  sworn  (2).  Maho- 
metans may  be  sworn  on  the  Koran  (3) ;  and  Gentoos,  and 
upon  the  same  principle  all  persons,  according  to  the  cere- 
monies  of  tl^rr  religion  (4).  Whatever  be  the  form,  the 
meaning  of  the  oath  is  the  same*  It  is  calling  upon  God 
to  witness  what  we'say^  and  invoking  his  vengeance,  if 
what  we  say  be  fake  (a)* 

There  appears  to  be  no  good  reason  for  not  admitting  the 
solemn  affirmation  of  a  Quaker  in  all  cases,  as  well  as  the 
oath  of  a  Jew  or  Gentoo,  or  «ny  other  person,  who  thinks 
himself  really  bound  by  the  mode  and  form  in  which  he 
attests*  Before  the  revolution,  Quakers,  who  refused  to 
take  a  legal  oath,  were  treated  as  obstinate  offenders,  and 
subject  to  penalties  (5)«  But,  these  hardships  have  been 
since  removed  by  the  Toleration  Act  (6),  which  first  allowed 
them  to  make  a  declaration  of  their  fidelity  to  the  state,  in- 
stead of  taking  an  oath  of  allegiance,  and  exempted  them 
from  all  pains  and  penalties,  on  their  making,  if  required, 
certain  other  declarations  there  prescribed*    And  now  by 

(1)  Dutton  y.  C<4t,  S  Sid.  6.  of  all  the  judfies.    Cowp.  390.    Fa- 

(2)  Per  Gold,!,  in  Mildrooe^^cafle,    china  y*  Sabine,  3  S^ra.  1104< 
1  Leach  Cr.  C.  459.    Mee  y.  Reed,        (4)  Omichund  and  Barker,  1  Atk* 
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(3)  Morgan^s  caM,  1  Leaeh Cr.  C.        (5)  bt.  13  C.  2.  c.  1 . 
64.  per  GoldyJ.  detiyering  the  opinion        (6)  St.  1  W.  &  M.  c.  18.  a.  13. 


(a)  Vide  Rax  v.  GHham^  1  Eip,  285.  The  ancient  mode  of 
administering  oaths  in  France  was  thus  ; — ^the  witness,  if  a  layman^ 
raised  bis  ri^t  hand,  or  if  a  priest,  placed  it  upon  his  breast.  The 
same  form,  at  least  the  raising  the  right  hand,  has  continued  after 
the  revolution,  and  a  deposition  taken  in  Fryce  and  sworn  to  in 
this  manner  was  admitted  in  evidence  by  tbe  Supreme  Court  oS 
Massachusetts.     Vail  v.  Atiekersony  6  Mass.  Hep.  262. 
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subsequent  Acts  (7),  their  solemn  affirmation  in  Courts  of 
Justice  is  admitted  to  have  the  same  effect  as  an  oath  taken 
in  the  usual  form,  excepting  only,  that  on  such*affirmatioR 
*  21  *they  are  not  permitted  to  give  evidence*  in  cnmtno/  cases^ 

This  exception  ha»  been  continued  in  the  several  succeeding 
acts  of  the  legislature  on  this  subject ;  but  the  propriety 
of  such  a  distinction  seems  questionable ;  unless,  indeed, 
it  can  be  shown,  that  evidence  requires  less  sanction  in  civil 
cases  than  in  criminal,  or  that  Quakers  in  making  their 
solemn  affirmation  do  not  consider  themselves  under  a  strict 
religious  obligation  to  speak  the  truth  (a). 

The  legislature,  by  not  admitting  the  affirmation  of  Qua- 
kers  in  criminal  cases,  must  be  understood  to  mean  causes 
technically  eriminaL  They  may  be  received  in  penal  ac- 
tions :  as,  in  an  action  for  debt  on  the  statute  against  bribery 
in  elections  ( 1) :  so,  on  a  motion  for  an  attachment  for  non- 
performance of  an  award-(2),  or  on  a  motion  to  quash  an 
appointment  of  overseers  (3)  ;  these  proceedings  being  of 
a  civil,  not  a  criminal  nature. 


\ 


(7)  St.  7  &  8  W.  3.  c.  34.  St.  8  G.  (2)  Taylor  v.  Scott,  cited  Cowp. 

1.  c.  6.     St.  22  G.  2.  c.  46.  s.  36.  394.     Powel  v.  Ward,  cited  Andr. 

(1)  AtchesoD  V.  Everett,  Cowp.  200. 

382.  (3)  R.  V.  Turner,  2  Str.  1219. 

*  / 

(a)  In  the  state  of  New- York  oaths  may  be  administered  to 
pei^ons  who  shall  declare  that  they  have  conscientious  scruples 
about  the  present  mode  of  administering  oaths,  in  the  following 
manner : — ^the  person  swearing  shall,  with  his  or  her  hand  uplifted, 
swear  by  the  ever  living  (jod,  and  shall  not  be  compelled  to  lay 
the  hand  on,  or  kiss  the  gospel ;  and  oaths'  so  administered  shall 
be  equally  efiectual,  and  expose  such  persons  to  the  like  pains  and 
penalties  for  wiltlil  and  corrupt  perjury,  as  oaths  administered  in 
the  usual  form.  Sess.  36.  c.  13.  s.  15.  1  R.  L.  386.  And  by  the 
next  section,  piersons  believing  in  the  existence  of  a  Supreme  Being, 
and  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments,  who  shall  have 
conscientious  scruples  against  taking  an  oath,  may  be  admitted  to 
make  an  affirmation^  which  shall  be  equally  valid  as  an  oath  in 
the  usual  form,  and  subject  the  party  to  the  penalties  of  wilful  and 
corrupt  perjury. 


I 
\ 
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But  isi  all  cases,  which  are  substantially  pf  a  criminal 
nature,  the  affirmation  of  a  Quaker  is  inadmissible ;  as,  in 
an  appeal  for  murder  (4),  though  it  is  in  form  a  civil  pro- 
ceeding ;  so  on  a  motion  for  an  information  for  a  misde- 
meanor (5),  or  on  exhibiting  articles  of  the  peace  (6),  or 
on  a  motion  for  non-performance  of  an  order  of  Court  (7). 
Where  the  application  "to  the  court  is  against  a  Quaker, 
his  affirmation  may  be  received  in  his  own  defence,  though 
the  proceeding  be  of  a  criminal  nature  (8). 

It  has  been  observed  by  Lord  Mansfield  (9),  that  Qua- 
kers are  at  present  under  some  hardship,  in  not  beipg  able 
to  call  other  Quakers  as  witnesses  in  their  defence,  on  a 
charge  of  treason  or  felony ;  since  in  these  cases,  witnesses 
''^on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  are  to  hi  sworn,  before  they  can  *  23 

give  evidence,  like  witnesses  forlhe  crown  (1) ;  and  no  ex* 
ception  is  made  in  the  Statute,  in  order  to  give  a  prisoner 
(he  benefit  of  a  Quaker's  testimony*  ^ 

0)  St,  7  &  8  W.  &  M.  c.  3.  9,  1.     St  1  ^o.  St  2.  c<  9.  i.  3. 


CHAP,  IV. 


Incompetency  from  Infamjf  of  Character, 


Sect.  I. 


Of  the  Offence^  which  incapacitate., 

A  THIRD  cause  of  incompetency  proceeds  from  the  coi^* 
viction  of  certain  crimes,  or  from  infamy  of  character. 

(4)  Cartil  T.  Bainbridge,  f^  Str.  991,  and  see  d,  (b)  ib.  where  the 
856.  Cowp.  3M.  cases  on  this  subject  are  collected. 

(5)  R.  V.  Wych,  2  Str.  812.  R.        (8)  R.  y.  Shacklington,  And.  201. 
V.Gaidni8r,SBiirr.  1117.  n.  R.  ▼.  GardnM*,  2  Burr.  ^U7. 

(6)  R.  V.  Green,  1  Str.  627.  Cowp.  383. 382. 
(D  S^PP  ▼•  Qarwood.     WOles       (9)  Cowp.  391. 


Y 
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What  There  are  many  offences,  which,  our  law  considers  such 

incapacitate,  blemishes  on  the  moral  character,  as  to  incapacitate  from 
giving  evidence  in  courts  of  justice  (1)  ;  as,  treason,  and 
every  species  of  the  crimen  falsi  (a),  such  as  forgery,  perju* 
ry,  subornation  of  perjury,  attaint  of  false  verdict^  and  oth- 
er offences  of  the  same  kind,  which  necessarily  imply  false* 
hood  (2).  The  whole  class  of  offences  which  come  under 
the  denomination  of  felony  (3),  that  is,  all  offences  which 
occasion  a  forfeiture  of  lands  or  goods,  will  have  the  same 
effect  in  rendering  a  witness  incompetent ;  though  it  is  ob- 
vious, that  crimes  arenot  always  punished  by  the  legislature 
in  proportion  to  their  guilt,  and  there  may  be  more  depra- 
vity in  frauds,  which  are  not  punishable,  than  in  some  kinds  pf 
felony.  By  the<:ommoif  law,  a  person  convicted  of  petty  lar- 
ceny was  not  a  competent  witness,  as  the  offence  was  felony  no 
^  J3  ^less  than  grand  larceny  ( 1 ) ;  but  now  by  stat.  31 G.  3««c.  35. 

it  is  enacted,  that  no  person  shall  be  incompetent  by  reason 
of  a  conviction  for  petty  larceny.  Spme  other  offences 
^Iso  make  a  witness  incompetent  after  conviction ;  as,  a 
conspiracy  to  accuse  another  of  a  crime  (2),  praemunire  (2), 
barretry  (3),  or  ponviction  for  bribing  a  witness  to  absent 
himself  and  not  give  evidence  (4).  So,  it  should  seem,  a 
person,  who  has  been  convicted  of  winning  by  fraud  or  ill 
practice  in  certain  games,  would  not  be  a  competent  witness, 
since  the  stat.  9  Ann.  c«  14,  s.  5.  not  only  inflicts  a  penalty, 
but  also  exacts  that  he  shall  be  deemed  infamous  \  and  one 
pf  theiegal  consequences  of  in&my  is  incompetency  to  give 

(1)  GUb.  Ev.  126.    Bun.  N.  p.        (J)  2  H.  P.  C.  277.    Co.  Lit.  6, 
^\\  ^  *.  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1.  c.  72.  b.  9. 

(2)  Co.  Lite.  6.  h.  Hawk.  b.  f .  c.  Obm.  Dig.  vbi  svn,    4  Blac.  Com. 
46.  8,  101.    Com.  Dig.  Testmoigne,  103.  136. 

A.  5.  2  H.  P.  C.  277,  Forteic.  Rep.  (3)  R.  v.  Ford,  2  Salk.  690-  BiiQ. 

209.    Jones  v.  Mason,  2  Stra.  933.  N.  P.  292.  See  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Tert- 

Walker  v,  Kearney,  2  Stra.  1148.  moigqe  A.  5. 

(3)  Co.  Litt  6.  b.  Com.  Dig.  itbi  (4)  Adjadged  in  Clancey'i  caaCf 
*MP-  ^     ^^ by  7  judges ;  Holt,  C.  J.  doubting 

(1)  2  H.  P.  C.  277.    Pendockv.    at  first,    Fortesc.  Rep.  208. 
Mackinder,  Willes  667;  where  tbe 
authorities  on  this  point  are  collected. 


(a)  Cushman  v.  Irofer,  2  Ma$$.  Rep.  108. 
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evidence  in  a  court  of  justice  (5).  As  convicts  insucH 
offences  cannot  be  witnesses,  they  cannot  make  affidavits  to 
support  a  charge  agamst  others,  but,  to  exculpate  ot  defend 
themselves,  their  affidavits  have  been  allowed  (6) ;  and  upon 
the  same  principle  the  affirmation  of  Quakers  are  admitted 
in  tiieir  own  defence  on  a  cripiinal  charge.  Outlawry  in  a 
phonal  action  is  no  ground  of  exception  (7).  But  judg- 
ment of  outlawry  for  treason  or  felony,  appearing  on  re*  ^ 
cord  by  the  sheriff^s  return  of  the  exigent  (8),  ha&  the  same 
effect  as  judgment  after  a  verdict  or  ccmfession  t  it  follows, 
therefore,  that  such  an  outlaw  cannot  be  a  competent  wit- 
ness (9). 

Some  kinds  of  pumiekmeiU  were  formerly  thought  to  be 
marks  of  infiuny,  and  therefore  witnesses  were  frequently 
rejected  after  sta^iding  in  the  pillory,  or  after  branding ; 
these  being  the  usual  punishments  for  the  crtmen/a/n  (10). 
^But  the  distinction  is  obvious,  and  now  clearly  settled ;  it  *  ^^ 

is  not  the  punishment,  but  the  nature  6f  the  offence,  that 
causes  infamy  (1).  Thus,  it  is  no  objection  against  the 
competency  of  a  witness,  that  he  has  been  in  the  pillory  fo^ 
a  libel  on  the  government,  or  for  a  trespass,  or  a  riot  (2) : 
he  is  not  incompetent,  unless  he  has  suffered  for  the  crimen 
falsii  as,  for  perjury,  &c.,  in  which  case,  it  is  the  crime,  not 
the  punishment,  that  incapacitates.  And,  on  the  other 
hand,  after  judgment  for  the  latter  kind  of  offence,  he  is  n«t 
competent,  though  the  punishment  may  have  been  only  a 
fine  (3).  It  is  not  the  punishment,  but  the  crime,  that  af« 
fects  the  competency  of  a  witness. 

The  rule  most  commonly  laid  down  is,  that  a  convictum 

V 

J 5)  Co.  Lit.  6.  6.  Fortesc.  208.  (10)  2  H.  P.  C.  277.  Co.  Lit.  6«. 

6)  I>airi8  aod  Carter's  case,   2  (1)  Gilb.  £v.  127.     BuU.  N.  P. 

k.  461.  Chaikflwortfa's elicited  292.    R.  y.  Davis,  5  Mod.  7i.    B. 

bj  the  Court  in  Walker  v.  Kearney,  t.  Ford,  2  SaUE.  690.    Pendock  v. 

2  Str.  1148.  Mackinder,  2  Wi]s.  18.    Willes  666. 

(7)  Co.  Lit.  6.  b.    Com.  Dig.  S.  C.  Fortesc.  209. 

Testm.  A.  5.    Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1.  c.        (2)  Chater  t.  Hawkins,  3  Ler. 
72.  8.  107.  426.  Com.  Dig.  Testm.  A.  6.  Gilb, 

(8)  3  Inst.  212.     Hawk.  P.  C.  b.    «t.  127.  FoHesc.  R^.  209. 

2.  c.  48.  8.  22.  (3)  R.  ▼.  Foid,2Sa]k.  690.  Bufl. 

^9)  Celier^s  case,  Sir  T.  Raym.    N.  P.  292.    Crosby's  case,  10.  St. 
3W,  Tr,  42  Appx. 
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instead  of  the  other  (3).  In  Lord  Warwick's  case,  above 
cited,  one  who  had  been  convicted  of  mandaughter  and 
allowed  his  clergy,  but  not  burnt  in  the,  hand  (4),  was  called 
as  witness  for  die  prisoner ;  ana  on  an  objection  to  his 
competency,  the  lords  referred  it  to  the  judges  present, 
who  thought  he  was  not  a  competent  witness,  as  the  statute 
had  oaade  the  burning  in  the  hand  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  discharge*    . 

As  the  privilege  of  clergy,  at  common  law,  extended 
only  to  capital  felonies,  and  not  to  petty  larcenies  or  mis* 
demeanors,  persons  convicted  of  petty  larceny  could  not  be 
discharged  under  stat.  18  Eliz.  c«  7.  s«  3*  which  relates 
only  to  such  as  were  allowed  their  clergy,  nor  were  they  in- 
cluded in  Stat.  19  G.  3.  c.  74.  s.  3.  which  gives  a  discre- 
tionary power  to  substitute  a  moderate  fine  or  whipping 
for  burning  in  the  hand  (5) :  so  that  convicts  in  petty  lar- 
ceny, though  they  had  suffered  the  sentence  of  the  law, 
were  still  incompetent  to  give  evidence^  while  in  many 

*  27  cases  *«onvicts  in  grand  larceny  were  admissible.     This 

inconsistency  was  removed  by  a  statute  of  the  present 
reign,  which  has  been  already  menti(Mied(l). 

PardoD.  The  most  effectual  mode  of  restoring  the  competency  of 

a  witness  is,  by  a  pardon  under  the  great  seal,  or  by  act  of 
parliament.  Some,  indeed,  have  thought  that  it  can  only 
remove  the  punishment,  not  the  blemish  of  character  (2). 
But  it  is  now  settled,  that  a  pardon  of  treason  or  felony, 
even  after  conviction  or  attainder,  not  only  take^  off  every 
part  of  the  punishment,  but  also  clears  the  party  from  the 
legal  disabilities  of  infamy  and'SU  other  consequences  of 
his  cripae  (3).     A  pardon,  whether  under  the  great  seal, 

(3)  Burridge'fl  caw,  3.  P.  Wnu .  Lafch.  81. ;  and  other  dicta  cited  in 
485,  490.  Hamaye  Jurid,  Arg.  S  vok  p.  263. 

(4)  This  may  now  be  changed  to  (^  Cuddington  ▼.  Willdmi,  Hob. 
a  moderate  fine,  bjr  at.  19  G.  3.  c.  07.  8S.  Rookwood's  caie.  Rep. 
74.  8.  3.  Temp.  Holt  685.    4  St.  Tr.  682. 

(5)  St.  4  &  5  H.  7.  c.  13.  CroAbj's   case,    Lord    Rajm.  39. 

(1)  St.  31  6.  3.  c.  35.  and  36  G.  Lord  Caitlemain's  case,  T.  Ray. 
3.C.S9.  Iriflhitat.  379.    2  H.  P.O.  278.    Hawk.  P. 

(2)  Lord  Coke  in  Brown  t.  Cra-  C.  b.  2.  c.  37.  a.  48.  Com.  Dig. 
ihaw,  2  Bulst.  154.  Dodderidge,  J.  Teitm.  A.  5.  ReiUj^s  caie,  Leach 
in  Harris   v.  Whyte,   Palm.  412.  Cr.C.51Q. 
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or  by  act  of  parliament,  is  said  to  make  the  witness  a  new 
creature,  and  gives  him  a  new  capacity  (a) :  the  crime, 
indeed,  may  still  be  objected  against  him,  as  affecting  his 
credit,  but  cannot  be  urged  against  his  competency  as  a 
witness.  And  a  pardon,  by  which  the  king  remits  the 
punishment  of  burning  in  the  hand,  is  admitted  to  have  the 
same  operation  (4).  It  is,  indeed,  highly  expedient  that  a 
pardon  should  be  allowed  to  have  this  effect,  and  that  a 
discretionary  power  should  be  vested  in  the  crown  to  re- 
move such  legal  incapacities :  otherwise,  a  person  once 
convicted  of  felony,  would  be  stigmatized  for  life,  and 
treated  as  infamous  in  courts  of  law,  though  in  the  opinion 
of  mankind  his  character  for  truth  and  honesty  may  have 
been  completely  retrieved. 

As  in  the  greater  offences,  so  in  those  below  felony,  as 
perjury  at  common  law,  &c.  a  pardon  will  restore  compe- 
tency, *where  the  disability  is  a  consequence  of  the  judg-  *"  28 
ment  (1).     But  where  the  disability  is  declared  by  act  of 
parliament  to  be  part  of  the  punishment,  as  in  the  case  of 
a  conviction  for  perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury  on  the 
Stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  9.  the  king^s  pardon  will  not  make  the  wit- 
ness competent  (1).    In  this  case  the  statute  expressly  pro- 
vides, that  he  shall  never  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  in 
courts  of  justice,  until  the  judgment  be  reversed  (6).     If 
the  pardon  is  conditional  (2),  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition ought  to  be  shown;  for  on  that  depends  all  its  effi- 
cacy.    Thus,  where  the  pardon  is  on  condition  of  trans- 
portation for  a  number  of  Vfiprs,  the  witness  is  not  compe- 

(4)  Rookwood^case,  R.  T.  Holt  by^s  case,  2  Salk.  689.    BqU.  N.  P. 

685.  Warwick's  caae,  6  St.  Tr.  166.  292.    Hawk.  b.  2.  c.  46.  s.  112.    R. 

Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2.  c.  97.  ■.  49.  t.  Warden  of  the  Fleet,  Rep:  Temp. 

(1)  2  H.  P.  C.  278.  R.y.  Gieepe,  Holt  135.    Anonym,  case,  3  Salk. 

St  8alk.  514 ;  1  Lord  Raym.  256.  S.  155. 
C.  R.  V.  Ford,  2  Salk.  690.    Cro6-        (2)  Hawk.  b.  2.  c.  37.  s.  45. 

(a)  Vide  DmingU  case^  10  J<^ns,  Rep.  232. 

{b)  A  coDviction  for  perjury,  or  subornation  of  perjury,  pro* 
duces  the  like  disability  in  the  state  of  New- York.  Sess,  24.  c. 
74.8.  1.  1R.L.  171. 
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tent  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  or  other  lawful  de- 
termination (3).  To  pi^ve  that  a  witness,  after  convic* 
tion,  has  been  restored  to  his  competency  by  pardon,  it  is 
necessary  to  produce  the  pardon  itself  under  the  great  seal. 
^  A  warrant  under  the  privy  seal  or  sign  manual,  is  not  suf^ 
ficient  for  this  purpose,  as  it  is  not  of  itself  a  complete  ir- 
revocable pardon  (4). 


Sect.  IL 

Of  the  Admissibilittf  of  Accomplices. 

\ 

It  has  been  before  mentioned,  that  unless  the  convic- 
tion and  judgment  are  proved,  a  witness  is  not  incompetent 
from  infamy  of  character,  though  he  may  confess  himself 
guilty  of  an  infamous  crime.  Nor  is  it  a  sufficient  objec- 
tion to  hi^  competency,  that  he  has  been  an  accomplice  in 
guilt  with  the  prisoner  at  the  bar.  The  evidence  of  ac- 
complices has  been  at  all  times  admitted  (5),  from  a  prin- 
29  ciple  of  public  ^policy  and  from  necessity,  as  it  is  scarcely 

possible  to  detect  conspiracies  and  many  of  the  worst 
crimes  without  their  information.  But  though  accomplices 
are  received  as  witnesses,  their  testimony  ought  to  be  re- 
ceived by  a  jury  with  considerable  caution  and  distrust : 
for,  on  their  own  confession,  they  stand  contaminated  with 
guilt,  and  in  the  hope  of  lessening  their  own  in&my  will 
often  be  tempted  to  throw  as  much  guilt  as  possible  upon 
the  prisoner.  They  may  be  also  in  some  cases  entitled  to 
rewards  on  the  prisoner's  conviction,  and  in  all  cases  ex- 
pect to  earn  a  pardon ;  and  as  fear  is  usually  their  motive, 
the  same  feeling  may  tempt  them  to  exaggerate  their  evi- 
dence, for  the  purpose  of  destroying  their  former  associate 
and  securing  themselves  against  his  vengeance. 

(3)  Hawk.  b.  2,  c.  37.  a.  45.  Bur-  c.  46.  s.  94.  Gilb.  £y.  123.   Rook- 
ridee^s  case,  3  P.  Wms.  485.  wood's  case,  4  St.  Tr.  063.    At- 

(4)  Ottlly'i  case,  Leach  Cr.  C.  wood's  case,  cited  bjr  Grose,  J.  7  T. 
316.   Hawk.  b.  2.  c.  37.  s.  50.  R.  609.  Wettbeer's  case,  Leach  Cr. 

(5)  I  H.  P.  C.  303.  Hawk.  b. «.  C.  14. 


..^ 
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Tlie  practice  of  admitting  accomplices  to  give  evidence 
against  their  associsLtes,  has  been  adopted  from  analogy  to 
the  ancient  doctrine  of  approvement,  a  part  of  the  old  law, 
which)  though  bbw  grown  obsolete,  may  properly  be  men- 
tjonied  here,  frotti  its  affinity  to  the  more  improved  modern 
linage  substituted  iii  its  place  ( 1  )•  Approvement  is^ — ^when 
a  (prisoner,  arraigned  on  a  capital  charge,  confesses  the 
fact  befcwe  ptea  pleaded,  atid  accuses  his  accomplices  of 
the  same  oflfence.  He  itnist  also  discover  upon  oath,  not 
only  the  particular  crime  charged  upon  him,  but  all  trea- 
sons and  felonies  of  which  he  can  give  any  information. 
It  |s  then  ill  the  discretion  of  the  Court  either  tq  refuse  or 
ildmit  him  to  be  an  approver;  and  if  on  his  confession  it 
lippears  that  he  was  a  principal,  and  tempted  the  others, 
he  ought  not  to  be  received*  But  if  he  does  not  discover 
the  whole  truth,  or,  on  (he  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  party 
accused  should  be  acquitted,  judgment  of  death  passes 
against  him  upon  his  ^n  confession  of  the  indictment*   «. 

This  practice  of  allowing  approvements,  which  was  at 
all  times  im  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  is  now  grown  into 
*di8use,  and  entirely  discontinued ;  more  mistbief  having  *  ^0 

arisen  from  false  accusations  under  pretence  of  approving, 
than  benefit  to  the  public  by  the  discovery  and  conviction 
of  real  offenders  (t).  Whatever  good  was  to  be  expected 
from  this  old  method,  is  now  more  effectually  provided  for 
and  secured,  First,  by  several  acts  of  parliament,  which 
enact,  in  cases  of  robbery  (2),  coining  (3),  burglary  (4), 
house-breaking  (4),  horse-stealing  (4),  privately  stealing 
to  the  value  of  five  shillings  from  shops,  ware-houses,  sta- 
bles, and'  Coach-houses  (4),  or  uttering  counterfeit  mo- 
ney (5),  that  if  any  such  offender,  being  out  of  prison,  shall 
discover  two  or  more  persons,  who  have  committed  the 
like  offences,  he  sliallbe  entitled  to*  pardon  for  such  crime, 
ott  their  conviction  :  Secondly,  by  special  proclamations 
in  the  Gazette  or  otherwise,  promising  pardon  on  certain 

(})  Rndd's  case,  Cowp.  3d5.  (4)  St.  10.  W.  3.  c.  S3,  s.  6.    St« 

(1)  t  Hak  P.  C.  vn.  ch.  29.  5  Ani^.  c.  31.  s.  4. 

(3)  it.  4  W.  &  M.  c.  8. «.  7.  (5)  St.  16  G.  2.  c,  28.  •.  4. 
m  8t  6.  W.  3.  c.  17.  8.  12. 
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conditions :  and  thirdly,  by  the  modern  practice  of  admit- 
ting  accomplices  to*  give  evidence  for  the  crown,  under  an 
implied  promise  of  pardon,  on  condition  of  their  making 
^  full  and  feir  confession  of  the  whole  truth,  that  is,  of  all 
the  offences  about  which  they  may  be  questioned,  and  of 
all  their  associates  in  guilt  (6).  On  a  strict  and  ample  per- 
formance of  this  condition,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge 
presiding  at  the  trial,  they  have  an  equitable  title  to  a  re? 
commendation  for  the  king's  mercy.  It  is  not,  however, 
a  matter  of  course,  to  admit  an  offender  as  witness  on  the 
trial  of  his  accomplices,  not  even  after  he  has  been  so  al- 
lowed by  the  committing  m^gislriate ;  but  a  motion  for  this 
purpose  must  be  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution, 
and  the  Cour(  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  wil} 
either  qidmit  or  disallow  such  evidence,  as  may  mpst  effec-r 
tually  answer  the  purposes  of  justice  (?)•- 

The  general  rule  then  is,  that  a  person,  who  confesses 
himself  guilty  of  a  crime,  is  a  competent  witness  against 
^31  his  ^partners  in  guilt.     Thus,  if  two  or  more  persons  are 

accomplices,^  one  who  is  indicted,  may  be  witness  against 
^he  others,  fhough  he  may  have  a  promise  of  pardon  or 
reward,  on  condition  of  giving  evidende  against  the  prison- 
er (1):  so  he  may  even  after  conviction,  if  judgment  has 
not  passed  upon  him;  for  it  is  not  the  conviction,  but  the 
judgment  that  creates  the  disability.  So,  on  the  tri^l  of  one 
of  seyeral  persons,  who  are  indicted  separately,  the  otheiHy 
who  have  not  been  convicted,  may  be  witnesses  in  his  bcr 
half  (2).  It  was  formerly  thought,  from  analogy  to  the  an- 
cient doctrine  of  approvement,  that  ^n  accomfdice,  sepa- 
rately indicted  for  the  same  offence,  could  not  give  evir 
dence  against  the  others,  unless  h^  had  first  pleaded  guilty 
to  his  inc^ictment  (3) ;  but  the  rule  is  noiy  settled  as  above 

SRudd^s  casCfCowp.  339.  (2)  Case  of  Bilmore  and  otbers, 

Per  Buller,  J.  Mfddat.  Ass.  a  H.  P.  C.  279.    1  H.  P.  C.  305. 

1798,  Crown  Circ.  Com.  last  edit.  Gunston  and  Downes,  S  Roll.  Ab. 

^\  686.  pi.  3.    Hawk.  b.  «.  c.  46.  s.  99. 

(1)  Tonge's  case,  Kel.  17. 1  H.P.  GUb.  Ev.  118.    Bath  v.  Montague, 

C.  303.  S.  C.    LayerH  case,  10  St.  cited  Fortesc.  Rep.  247. 

Tr.  269.    Hai^k.  P.  C.  b.  2.  c.  46.  (3)  Sir  P.  Crosby's  case,  I  H.  P. 

i.  135.  C.  303. 
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stated.  On  the  trial  of  an  accessaiy  (4),~  for  a  misde- 
meanor in  receiving  stolen  goods,  under  stat.  32  G.  3.  c« 
58.  the  principal  fielon  is  a  competent  witness ;  the  statute 
enaoting,  that  the  accessary  amy  be  proceeded  against, 
although  the  principal  felon  has  not  l^en  convicted,  and 
whether  he  be  or  be  not  amenable  to  justice  {a).  So,  the 
principal  felon  may  be  a  witness,  in  a  prosecution  on 
Stat.  4  G.  I.e.  IK  for  taking  a  reward  to  help  to  stolen 
goods  (5). 

The  evidence  of  accomplices  is  also  admitted  on  the 
trial  of  smaller  offences.  Thus,  in  an  infojhmation  under 
slat.  2  G.  2.  c.  24.  for  bribery  at  an  electioo,  a  person, 
who  had  received  a  bribe,  was  admitted  a  witness  against 
the  defendant,  though  in  case  of  a  conviction,  he  would 
have  been  indemnified  from  the  penalties  of  the  act  (6). 
In  an  action  of  trespass^  a  co-trespasser  who  is  not  sued, 
may  be  ^witness  against  the  defendant,  though  left  out  of  «  32 

4ie  declaration  for  that  purpose  (6),  and  although  satis- 
faction from  one  is  a  discharge  for  all  the  rest  (1).  A  per- 

(4)  Haslaaii's  cue,  1  Leach  Cr.  Snead  v.  RobiuoD,  WiUei  423.  and 

C.  467.    Price's  case,  ib.  468.  n.  n.  (c),  ib.  425. 
(1).  Patram»8  case,  2  East  P.  0.782.        (1)  Bull.  N.  P.  286.    Luttrel  v. 

rs^  Wild'scase,2£astP.C.782.  Rejnel,  1  Mod.  283.    Chapman  t. 

[fiS  Bush  V.  Ranging,  Say.  289.  Graves  and  others,  21.    Campb.  N. 

cited  bjr  Lord  Mansfield,  Cowp.  id9.  P.  €.  333.  n. 

"■    •  ' — ' rr — ^-* ■     -r  ■ 

(a)  There  is  a  similar  statute  in  tbe  s^te  of  New- York,  sess.  36. 
c.  8. 8.  6.  1  R.  L.  496.  Tb^  law  is  the  same  in  Vermont,  Statt 
V.  S.  L.  2  Tiller,  249. 

(6)  So,  it  hajs  been  held,  that  where  separate  actions  have  been 
brought  against  joint  trespassers,  one  of  them  is  a  competent 
witness  in  the  action  against  the  other ;  the  objection  goes  onl 7 
to  his  credibilitj.  Jt^msm  v.  Boum^  1  Wa^.  187,  A  parti- 
ceps  fraudis  is  a  competent  witness  either  to  prove  or  disprove  the 
fraud  :  as  ^e  grantor  in  a  deed,  to  show  that  it  was  fraudulent* 
Jackson  d.  Mapis  T,  Frost  ^  lf^»  6  Johns.  RepjilSB.:  or  the 
grantee,  to  show  that  the  grant  was  without  consideration,  and  so 
fraudulent  as  to  creditors.  MiU  v.  Payson  et  al.  3  Mass.  Rep, 
559.  Contra,  Fimkr  v.  Norton,  St  Root  23  L  And  in  an  action 
cm  the  case  for  a  false  affirmation,  the  person  respecting  whom  the 
affirmation  was  made,  was  held  a  competent  witness  for  the  plain*' 
tiff.     Wis^  V.  Wilcox,  1  Day  22. 


32  Of  ^  AimttMUy  of  AewmpUtii.      [Ch.  4. 

SOD  who  has  set  his  name  as  subscribing  witiiess  to  a 
deed  or  will,  may  be  a  witness  to  prove  the  instrument  a 
forgery  (2)  (a). 

Since  accomplices  are  competent  witnesses,  it  ftecessoriljT 
follows,  that  if  their  evidence  is  believed  hj  a  jury,  a 
prisoner  may  be  legally  convicted  tipon  it,  thoagh  it  be 
unsupported  by  other  proof  (3).  But  their  testimony  olmB 
is  seldom  of  sufficient  weight  with  a  jaty  to  convkt  tha 
offenders;  the  temptation  to  commit  perjury  being  so 
great,  where  the  witness  by  accusing  another  may  escape 
himself  (4).  The  practice,  therefore,  is  to  advise  the  jury 
to  regard  ijie  evidence  of  an  accomplice,  only  so  bf  as 
he  may  be  confirmed,  in  some  part  of  his  testimony,  by 
unimpeachable  testimony.  It  is  not  netessary,  that  h^ 
should  be  confirmed  in  every  circumstance,  which  he  de- 
tails in  evidence :  for  there  would  be  no  occasion  to  us^ 
him  at  all  as  a  witness,  if  his  narrative  could  be  complete- 
ly proved  by  other  evidence  free  firdm  all  suspicioa.  ^M^ 
need  it  appear  from  the  confirmatory  evidence,  that  be 
speaks  truth  with  respect  to  alt  the  prisoners,  or  with  fe- 
spect  to  the  share  which  each  had  in  the  transaction.  But 
if  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  he  speaks  truth  in  those 
p^rts,  in  which  they  see  unimpeachable  evidence  brought 
to  confirm  him,  tlwt  r»  n  givuiiJ  fui  ihem  ta  belMTe,  that 
he  also  speaks  truly  with  regard  to  the  Other  prisonei^,  as 
to  whom  there  may  be  no  confirmation  (5). 

The  cases  which  have  been  mentioned,  respecting  the. 
evidence  of  accomplices,  and  on  the  admissibility  of ^  per- 

(S\  V  T.  R.  604.  611.  6  East  1S5.  (4)  P6r  Lord  MatefieM,  C.  J. 

(3}  Atwood's  caae,  %  Leach  Cr,  Cowp.  336. 

C.  5ei.    Durham^s  cate,  lb.  538.  (^  Per  Thou^iBOD,    B.   K.    r. 

Per  Lord  Ellenboroogfaf  C.  J.  is  R.  Swallow  and  others,  7ria]f  aft  York^ 

▼.  Jones,  2  Campb.  133,  S,  P.  7  T.  Jan.  1813,  on  special  commisaion,  p. 

R.  609.  13.  see  also  p.  3. 50.  150.  T65.  201. 


(a)  Vide  Lome  t.  JoUife,   1  BUuk,  Rep.  966.  F«r*t  UtM  v. 
Palmtr  ei  ed.  2  DaU.  314.     CurrU  v.  DowM,  2  Watk.  63.    So, 
a  judge  who  has  taken  tiie  proof  of  a  deed  is  a  competent  witiMBS> 
la  inTsTidate  such  proof.    Jwkam  d.  Wydcqff^  y.  Hmifhny^  1 
/oW.  lUp.  498. 


« 
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9ons  *to  prove  the  forgery  of  an  instrument  which  they 
have  signed  as  subscribing  witnesses,  clearly  show,  that 
%  man's  guilt  in  the  transaction  disclosed  is  not  a  sufficient 
reason  for  rejecting  his  testimony,  however  it  may  affect 
his  credibility.  In  the  case  cf  Walton  v.  Shelley  (1), 
which  was  an  action  upon  a  bond  given  by  the  defendant, 
in  consideration  of  delivering  up  certain  promissory  notes, 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  the  indorser  of  one  of  the 
notes  ought  not  to  be  allowed  .to  prove  the  consideration 
of  the  note  usurious,  on  a  supposed  principle  of  public  po- 
licy, '^^  that  no  party  who  had  signed  a  paper  or  deed  shall 
ever  be  permitted  to  give  testimony  to  invalidate  that  in- 
stpument ;  because  every  man,  it  was  said,  who  is  a  party 
to  an  instrument^  gives  a  credit  to  it :  And  it  is  of  conse- 
quence to  mankind,  that  no  person  should  hang  out  false 
colours  to  deceive  them,  by  first  affixing  his  signature  to  a 
paper,  and  afterwards  by  giving  evidence  to  invalidate 
it  (a)."  This  appears  to  have  been  the  first  case  in  support 
of  such  a  rule.  In  the  Jatter  case  of  Jordaine  v»  La&hbrooke 
(3),  this  subject  was  very  fully  discussed ;  and  the  Court 
there  determined,  that  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
against  the  acceptor,  the  payee,  (who  was  also  indorser), 
was  a  competent  witness  for  the  defendant  to  prove,  that 
the  bill  which  was  unstamped,  and  purported  to  be  drawn 
at  Hamburgh,  was  in  fact  drawn  in  London,  and,  therefore, 
void  for  the  want  of  a  stamp  (&)•  ^^  I  find  no  rule,  said  Mr. 

(1)  1  T.  R.  296.  (Q  7  T.  R.  601,  Aahnnt,  J.  eonJtra, 

See  4  Taimt.  464. 


(a)  It  has  been  held,  in  South  Carolina,  on  the  authority  of 
Waltcm  V.  Shelly,  that  the  obligee  of  a  bond  who  had  assigned  it, 
in  an  action  by  ttie  assignee  against  the  obligor,'  was  not  a  compe- 
teht  witness  to  prove  payment.  Caniy  ▼.  Sumter ^  2  Bay  93.  In 
this  case  tiie  witness  was  also  party  to  the  record,  but  no  objection 
appears  to  have  been  made  on  that  ground. 
^{h)  In  Adams  v.  Lingard  et  al.  Peake  1 17,  the  question  in  which 
was  exactly  tiie  same  as  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Jordaine  t. 
LaMrooke^  Lord  Kenyon  was  of  opinion,  that  the  indorser  was 
a  -competent  witness  to  prove  that  a  bill  dated  at  Madeiroy  was  in 
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Justice  Lawrence  in  delivering  his  opinion,  less  compre- 
hensive than  this,  that  all  persons  are  admissible  witnesses, 
who  have  the  use  of  their  reason  and  snch  religious  belief 
as  to  feel  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  who  have  not  been  con- 
victed of  any  infamous  crime,  and  are  not  influenced  by 
interest.  Under  none  of  these  classes  does  the  witness  bi 
this  case  fall.  Whether  a  defendant  shall  be  allowed  to 
set  up  such  a  defence  is  quite  another  consideration,  than 
whether  the  witness  be  competent.  It  certainly  is  of  con- 
*  34  *sequence  to  prevent  men  from  hanging  out  false  colours : 

but  this  must  be  applied  to  the  partita  in  ike  cause^  or 
you  may  prejudice  men  who  have  not  hung  out  such 
colours  (a)." 

fact  drawn  in  London*  £t  vide  Bvckland  v.  Tankard^  5  Term  Rep, 
679,  per  Lord  Kenyoo.  Rich  v.  Topping,  1  Esp.  176.  S.  C.  Peake^t 
case,  224,  per  Lord  Kenyon,  who  denies  the  authority  of  Walton  v. 
Shelly  r  but  he  is  opposed  by  Buller,  J.  in  Hart  v.  M^Intoth,  1 
Etp.  298,  Bent  v.  Baker,  3  Term.  Rep.  26,  PkeO^eony.  Wkkmore, 
Peake  40,  and  Adanu  v.  Lingard  e%  al,  Peake  118.  In  1  Etp. 
177.  Lord  Kenyon  denies  that  he  ever  used  the  words  imputed 
to  him  in  3  Tenn,  Rep,  34.  viz.  that  where  a  person  has  signed 
a  negotiable  instrument,  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  invalidate  it 
by  his  testimony.  In  Jones  v.  Brook,  4  Taunt.  464.  cited  post 
47.  the  Court  of  C.  B.  expressly  recognize  the  admissibility  of  a 
party  to  a  negotiable  instrument  to  impeach  it. 

(a)  The  rule  adopted  by  the  courts  of  New-York,  Pennsylva- 
nia, and  Massachusetts  is,  that  a  party  to  a  negotiable  instrument  is 
incompetent  to  prove  it  to  have,  originally,  been  void.  Winton  v. 
Saidler,  3  J  ohm.  Cas.  185.  Coleman  v.  Wise  4-  o^rs,  2  Johns. 
Rep.  166.  StiUe  v.  Lynch,  2  Doll.  194.  Respublica  v.  Ross,  lb. 
239.  Warren  v.  Merry,  3  Mass.  Rep.  27.  Parker  v.  Lowjoy, 
lb.  666.  Churchdll  v,  SuUr,  4  Mass.  Rep.  166.  PiOnam  v. 
Churchill,  lb.  616.  Widgery  v.  Mvnroe  ^  another,  6  Mass.  Rep. 
449.  Jones  v.  Coolidge,  7  Mass.  Rep.  199.  This  question  has 
been  discussed  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  but  n^ 
opinion  given  on  the  point,  further  than  a  dictum  of  Chan,  J.  ;— 
**  Upon  the  statute  of  gaming,  usury,  and  the;  like,  but  in  no  other 
case,  are  the  drawers,  indorsers,  &c.  competent  witnesses.     The 
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CHAP.  V- 

Of  the  Incompetency  of  Witnesses  from  interest* 

The  fourth  ground  of  incompetency  h  on  account  of  in' 
lerest*  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  all  witnesses  interested 
in  the  event  of  the  cause  are  to  be  excluded  from  giving 


■Madti 


cases  all  show  it."  Wilson  t.  Lenox^  1  Cranck  201.  Vide  post 
39.  D.  (a).  I  cannot  find  that  there  has  been  any  decision  on  the 
subject  in  Virginia.  In  Baring  v,  Reeder,  1  Hen,  4*  Mun.  164., 
one  of  the  judges  expresses  his  opinion  strongly  in  favour  of  the 
doctrine,  in  Walton  v.  Shelly,  while  another  hints  a  preference 
to  that  of  Jordaine  v.  Lashbrooke.  In  Connecticut  the  law  is  still 
unsettled.  Stm/tt's  Ev,  96.  et  seq.  Et  vide  Allen  v.  Holkins,  1  Day 
17.  Webb  V.  DanforSi,  lb.  301.  The  rule  in  Walton  v.  Shelly^ 
was,  in  England,  soon  aAer  the  decision  in  that  case,  limited  to  ne* 
gotiable  instruments.  Bent  v.  Baker^  3  Term  Rep,  32;  36.  and 
excepting  the  case  cited  ante  33  n.  (a)  the  courts  in  this  country, 
have  resisted  ev^ry  attempt  to  extend  it  to  iastruments  not  nego* 
tiable.  Stendnick  v.  Rhinelander,  3  Johns.  Cos,  269.  Pleasants  v« 
Pemhertonj  2  DaU.  196.  Baring  v.  Shippeny  2  Bvnney  154. 
Brown  v.  Babcock^  3  Mclss.  Rep.  29.  Storer  v.  Logan  4*  others^  9 
Mas9.  Rep*  55.  ante  32.  n.  (a).  And  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in^ 
strument  may  testify  to  subsequent  fdcts  which  do  liot  prove  it  to 
have  been  originally  void,  as  payment : — Ckarringtoii  v.  Miller^ 
Peake  6.     Humphrey  v.  Moxon^  lb.  52.     Warren  v.  Merry,  3 

Mass.  Rep.  27.     Wkiie  v.  Kihbingy  11  Jckns.  Rep.  128 ^that 

the  note  was  indorsed  after  it  became  due.  Baker  ^  Rawlson  V. 
Amoldy  1  Cainee*  Rep.  258.— that  the  date  had  been  altered.  Levy 
V.  Essexy  Ckitty  on  Bills  284.  Parker  v.  Hanson,  7  Mass.  Rep.  470. 
That  the  holder  and  indorsee  of  the  bill  had  received  it  from  the 
indorser,  the  witness,  (who  had  secured  himself  from  liability  by  a 
special  indorsement,)  in  trust  ibr  the  payees,  and  as  their  agent 
to  collect,  so  as  to  let  in  the  defence,  that  the  drawer  had  been 
requested  by  tbe  payees  not  to  pay  it  to  the  indorsee,  and 
thereby  to  defeat  his  action.  Barker  v.  Prentiss,  6  Mass,  Rep.  430. 
Or,  that  an  acconunodation  note  which  bad  been  delivered  to  & 


^ 
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evidence  in  favour  of  the  party  to  which  their  interest  in- 
clines them.  They  are  excluded  from  a  supposed  want  of 
integrity ;  and  not,  as  some  have  supposed,  that  they  may 
be  saved  from  the  temptation  to  commit  perjury.  If  that 
were  the  true  principle,  there  would  be  some  inconsisten- 
i  cy  in  excluding  witnesses  who  have  an  interest  even  to 

the  smallest  amount,  at  the  same  time  that  a  son  is  allow- 
ed to  give  evidence  for  the  father,  and  a  witness  is  not 
privileged  from  answering,  when  called  to  speak  against 
his  interest.  The  temptation  to  perjury  may  be  much 
stronger  in  these  two  last  cases,  than  in  the  former ;  yet  in 
the  one  the  witness  will  be  permitted,  in  the  other  comptlhd 
to  give  evidence.  "  Where  a  man,  says  Chief  Baron 
Gilbert,  who  is  interested  in  the  matter  in  question,  comes 
to  prove  it,  it  is  rather  a  ground  for  distrust  than  any  just 
cause  of  belief;  for  men  are  generally  so  shortsighted  as  ta 
look  at  their  owii  private  benefit  which  is  near  to  them, 
rather  than  to  the  good  of  the  world,  that  is  more  remote ; 
therefore,  from  the  nature  of  human  passions  and  actions, 
there  is  more  reason  to  distrust  such  a  biassed  testimony, 
than  to  believe  it."  Perhaps  it  may  appear  father  doubtful, 
whether  such  an  exclusive  rule  has  answered  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  intended,  and  whether  upon  the  whole  it 
may  not  have  contributed  to  obstruct  rather  than  to  pro- 
*  35  *mote  the  ends  of  public  justice.    It  is  certain,  that  Courts 

of  justice  now  generally  adopt  the  principle,  that  it  is 
wiser  to  hear  the  witness  than  at  once  to  reject  him  un- 
heard and  untried  ;  and  they  endeavour  as  far  as  possible, 
consistently  with  former  decisions,  to  receive  the  testimony 
of  witnesses,  leaving  it  afterwards  to  the  jury  to  consider, 
how  far  it  has  been,  supported  by  other  evidence,  or  from 
its  own  character  may  be  entitled  to  credit.     The  legisla- 

third  person  to  get  discounted,  was  converted  by  him  to  his  own 
use.  WoodhuU  v.  Holmesy  10  Johns.  Rep.  231.  But  it  has  been 
held  in  an  action  between  the  indorsee  and  maker  of  a  promissory 
note,  that  the  indorser  was  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  usury 
in  the  transfer.    M inning  v.  Wheatlandy  10  J^^.  Rep.  502. 
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ture  also  shows,  that  it  acts  upon  the  same  principle,  by 
having  provided  in  many  instances  for  the  admissibility  of 
witnesses,  when  they  mast  otherwise  have  been  rejected  a» 
incompetent. 

In  treating  of  the  incompetency  of  interested  witnesses/ 
it  is  proposed  to  consider  the  subject  in  the  following 
order ; 

First,  with  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  interest,  whic^ 
will  disqualify ; 

Secondly,  of  the 'rule  on  the  subject  of  interest,  conskf' 
ered  with  reference  to  the  parties  in  the  suit ; 

Thirdly,  of  the  same  rule  considered  with  refereneef  W 
the  husband  or  wife  of  the  party ; 

Fourthly,  of  the  effect  of  admissions  by  a  party  to  A^ 
suit  or  his  agent,  against  the  party^s  interest. 

Fifthly,  of  the  admissibility  of  the  confession  of  a  pt^ 
oner  against  himself  *, 

Sixthly,  of  the  competency  of  the  party  injured,  as  witi' 
ness  in  criminal  prosecutions  ; 

Seventhly,  of  certain  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  qo 
the  subject  of  interest ;  and 

*Lastly,  of -the  oieans  by  which  the  competency  of  an  *  5^ 

interested  witness  may  be  restored* 


Sect.  i. 

Of  the  Nature  of  the  Interest,  which  disqualifies  a  Witness* 

It  is  scarcely  possible  to  reconcile  the  earlier  <:ases  on 
this  subject  with  those  of  a  more  recen^  date.  The  old 
cases  respecting  the  incompetency  of  witnesses,  were  gene- 
erally  decided  on  very  narrow  grounds.  Evidence,  which 
ought  to  have  been  admitted,  although  received  with  caution, 
was  at  once  excluded  without  being  heard ;  as  if  juries 
were  not  to  be  trusted  with  all  the  means  of  deciding  right, 
because  it  was  possible  their  decision  might  be  wrong. 
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At  one  time  it  was  genefally  held,  that,  if  a  witness  had 
an  interest  in  the  question  put  to  him,  he  was  incompetent. 
Thus  it  has  been  laid  down  in  some  of  the  earlier  cases  as 
a  general  rule,  that  one  commoner  cannot  be  a  witness  for 
another  commoner ;  and  that  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of 
insurance  one  underwriter  cannot  be  a  witness  for  another. 
But  a  distinction  has  since  been  made  between  an  interest 
in  the -qtiesium  put  to  a  witness  and  an  interest  in  the  event 
of  the  suit  (1) ;  and  the  general  rule  now  established  is,  that 
a  witness  will  not  be  disqualified  on  the  ground  of  interest, 
unless  he  is  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit  (a).     The 

(1)1T.R.302.    3T.R.36.    7T.R.e03. 


(d)  The  rule  in  the  text  has  been  frequently  recognized  in  this 
cpgntry.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of  New- York  sum  up 
the  law  on  this  subject  in  the  following  words  : — "  The  rule  by 
which  a  witness  is  excluded  on  the  ground  of  interest,  seems  to 
have  fluctuated,  at  different  periods,  but  on  a  careful  examination 
of  aU  the  authorities,  ancient  and  modem,  the  general  rule  will  be 
found  to  be,  that  if  a  witness  will  not  gain  or  lose,  by  the  event  of 
the  cause,  or  if  the  verdict  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  for  or 
against  him,  in  another  suit,  the  objection  goes  to  his  credit  only, 
and  not  to  his  competency,  Generally,  therefore,  a(i  interest  in 
the  question  alone  will  not  dis(][ualify  the  witness,  but  the  objection 
goes  to  his  credit  only.  We  do  not  mean  to  say  but  that  there 
may  be  some  technical  exceptions  to  the  rule,  but  the  rule  in  its 
general  application,  is  correct,  and  is  the  one  adopted  by  the 
court."  Fan  Nuys  v,  Terhune,  8  Johns,  Cos.  83.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Connecticut  speak  expressly  to  the  same  effect :  *'  The 
common  law  recognizes  but  one  description  of  interest  that  shall 
exclude  a  person  from  testifying :  that  is  an  interest  in  the  event  of 
the  suit.  Merely  an  interest  tn  the  question^  as  it  is  called, — his  hav^ 
ing,  01*  being  likely  to  have,  a  suit,  which  may  turn  upon  the  same 
point,  is  not,  in  legal  estimation,  an  interest.  It  is  a  bias^  affecting 
his  credit,  but  not  his  competency.  So  is  the  law  understood  by 
the  courts  at  Westminster,  Precedents  to  the  contrary  which 
misled  them  .for  a  time,  as  they  have  the  courts  in  this  state,  have 
been  found,  on  examination,  to  be  departures  from  the  law.  It  was 
never,  indeed^  admitted  in  principle,  tbat  bias,  without  Interest, 
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question  then  resolves  itself  into  this,  whether  the  witness, 
proposed  to  be  examined,  has  an  interest  in  the  event.  In 
considering  this  subject,  the  simplest  method  will  be  to  as- 
certain,  in  the  first  place,  what  is  not  suck  an  interest  in 
the  event  as  will  disqualify  a  witness  from  giving  evidence, 
and  then  to  inquire  what  is  such' an  interest  as  will  dis- 
qualify him  (6). 

It  is  not  an  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  that 
he  may  have  wishes  or  a  strong  bias  on  the  subject  matter 
*of  the  suit,  or  that  he  may  expect  some  benefit  from  the  *  37 

result  of  the  trial.  Such  circumstances  may  influence  his 
mind,  and  affect  his  credibility ;  they  are  therefore  always 
open  to  observation,  and  ought  to  be  carefully  weighed 
by  the  jury,  who  are  to  determine  what  dependence  they 

went  to  the  competency  of  a  w itness,  nor  could  it  be ,  without  render- 
ing the  rule  of  admission  too  uncertain  for  practice,  and  too  limited 
for  the  investigation  of  truth.  The  error  that  crept  into  practice, 
was  that  of  mistaking  bias  for  ]n|erest.  In  this  case  the  witness 
offered  was  neither  to  gain  nor  lose  by  the  event  of  the  suit.  The 
verdict  which  his  testimony  might  have  affected,  could  never  have 
been  given  in  evidence  for,  or  against  him.  He  ought,  therefore, 
to  hate  been  sworn,  notwithstanding  his  supposed  bias,  and  his 
credit  left  to  the  jury,  with  such  observations,  as  the  court  might  think 
proper  to  make,  to  assist  them  in  estimating  it  correctly."  Phelps 
V.  fVinehel,  1  Day  270.  See  further  as  to  the  general  rule  that 
an  interest  in  the  question  does  not  render  anvitness  incompetent : 
— Pettingal  v.  Brown^  1  Caines*  Rep,  171.  Baker  v.  Arnold^  lb, 
276.  The  People  v.  Howell^  4  Johns.  Rep.  302.  Stewart  v. 
Kip,  5  Johm.  Rep.  256.  Fairchild  v.  Beach,  1  Day  266.  Btdk- 
ley  V.  Siorer,  2  Day  631.  WakeUy  v.  Hart  ^  others ^  6  Binney 
316.  Farrel  v.  Perry^  1  Hayw.  2.  Porter  v.  M'Clure,  lb.  360. 
Treasurer  of  the  State  v.  JVatt,  Tayl.  6.  Denn  d.  Beatty  v.  Jb.  9, 
Baring  v.  Reeder,  1  Hen,  4r  Mun.  165.  168. 

(6)  Proof  that  a  witness  has  confessed  himself  interested  in  the 
event  of  a  cause,  is  not  sufficient  to  disqualify  him.  But  whertf  it 
is  proved  that  the  party  by  whom  the  witness  is  introduced,  has 
acknowledged  him  so  interested,  the  witness  ought  not  to  be  3Worn. 
Peirce  v.  Chase,  8  Afass.  Rep,  487. 
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can  have  on  his  testimony ;  but  they  will  not  render  him 
incompetent.  A  witness  who  stands  in  the  same  situation 
as  th^  party,  for  whom  he  is  called  to  give  evidence,  is  un- 
der a  srong  bisLs,  but  is  not  on  that  account  disqualified* 
Thus,  if  there  are  two  actions  brought  against  two  persons 
for  the  same  assault,  in  the  action  against  one  the  other 
may  (a)  be  a  witness  ( 1 ) ;  or  if  several  persons  are  separately 
indicted  for  perjury  in  swearing  to  the  same  Eaict,  either  of 
them  before  conviction  may  be  a  witness  on  the  trial  of 
the  others  (2).  So  in  Rudd's  case  (3),  a  woman,  whose 
husband  had  been  before  convicted,  was  admitted  to  give 
evidence  against  the  prisoner,  though  she  expected  that, 
in  case  of  his  conviction,  her  husband  would  receive  a  par^ 
don*  So,  in  the  case  of  Bent  v.  Baker,  which  was  an  ac« 
tion  against  an  underwriter  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  the 
court  held,  after  much  argument,  that  another  underwriter 
was  a  competent  witness  (4)*  This  case  came  before  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  by  writ  of  error  from  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  ;  a  writ  of  error  was  afterwards  brought  to 
reverse  the  judgment  of  that  court,  but  was  at  length  aban- 
doned (5).     It  has  always  been  considered  a  case  of  great 

(1)  Per  Buller,  J.  1  T.  R.  301.  (3)  1  Leach  Cr,  C.  151. 

(2)Baih    v.     Montague,    cited        f4)3T.  R.S7.    Ball.  N.  P.  983, 
Fortesc.  Rep.  247.      Gmutone  v.    S«P. 
Downes  2  RoU.  Abr.  685,  Art.  3  ;        (5)  7  T.  R.  804. 
S.  C.  cited  2  H.  P.  G.  280,  and  in 
R.  T.  Gray,  (or  Bray,)  2  Sel.  N.  P. 
1046. 

(a)  S.  P.  Johnson  v.  Bourn,  1  Wash.  187.  So,  in  an  action  of 
trespass  de  bonis  asportatis,  the  person  at  whose  command,  or  as 
the  agent  of  whom  the  trespass  was  committed,  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness. Hasbrouck  v«  Lotvn,  8  Johns,  Rep.  377.  So,  in  an  action 
.  for  seaman's  wages,  another  seaman  on  board  of  the  same  vessel, 
who  had  a  like  demand  for  wages  against  the  defendant,  is  a  com- 
petent witness  for  the  plaintiff.  Ho^  v.  Wil^re,  3  Johns,  Rep. 
618.  In  a  court  of  admiralty  the  witness  would  have  been  con- 
sidered incompetent.  1  Peter* s  Adm.  Dec.  211.  3  Johns.  Rep. 
623.  But  in  a  suit  in  the  admiralty  for  wages,  the  master  was  held 
a  competent  witness  for  the  owners  of  the  vessel.  Lady  Ann 
WardeUi  1  Edwards  285. 
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authority^  and  deserves  to  be  particularly  noticed,  as  it  ii^ 
one  of  the  leading  cases  which  have  established  the  rule  of 
evidence  on  this  subject*  The  principal  question  in  that 
case  was,  whether  a  person,  who  had  been  employed  as 
broker  by  the  plaintiif  in  procuring  the  policy  to  be  sub- 
scribed by  the  defendant,  and  had  afterwards  himself  sub- 
scribed the  policy  as  assurer,  was  a  competent  witness  for 
*the  defendant*     The  court  adjudged  that  he  was  compe-  *  38 

tent  *,  Lord  Kenyon,  €•  J«,  Bfr.  Justice  Buller,  and  Mr* 
Justice  Grose,  held,  that  he  ought  not  to  have  been  reject- 
ed, on  the  broad  and  general  ground,  because  he  was  not 
interested  in  the  event ;  Mr.  Justice  Ashurst,  on  a  narrower 
ground,  because  the  witness  stood  in  the  particular  situa- 
tion of  broker,  and  having  made  himseUf  a  party  to  the 
policy  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  by  his  own  act  to  de- 
prive either  party  of  the  benefit  of  his  testimony.  The 
other  judges  concurred  in  that  opinion ;  but  Lord  Kenyon, 
C*  J.  declared,  that  the  other  was  the  principal  ground  of 
his  opinion.  He  toid,  ^^  The  objection  is,  that  the  witness 
was  underwriter  on  the  same  policy.  I  must  acknowledge, 
that  there  have  been  various  opinions  upon  this  subject, 
and  that  it  is  impossible  to  reconcile  all  the  cases.  Then 
we  have  only  to  consider  what  are  the  principles  and  good 
sense  to  be  extracted  fix>m  them  all.  I  think  the  principle  is 
this ;  if  the  proceeding  in  the  cause  cannot  be  used  for 
him,  he  is  a  competent  witness,  although  he  may  entertain 
wishes  upon  the  subject :  for  that  only  goes  to  his  credit, 
and  not  to  his  competency." 

For  the  same  reason,  a  witness  is  not  incompetent  on 
the  ground,  that  the  verdict  may  afterwards  come  to  the 
hearing  of  a  jury  in  an  action  brought  by  the  witness  him- 
self, and  so*  have  an  influence  on  their  judgment,  though  not 
in  evidence  before  them.  Lord  Holt,  indeed,  in  the  case 
of  the  King  v.  Whiting  (1),  on  an  indictment  for  a  cheat, 
in  obtaining  a  person's  subscription  to  a.  note  of  lOOl.  in- 
stead of  5l.,  rejected  the  evidence  of  the  maker  of  the  note ; 

(1)  1  Salk.  383. 
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Lord  Holt  said,  the  verdict  would  be  certainly  beard  of^ 
in  an  action  on  the  note^  to  influence  the  jury*  This  de- 
cision was  followed  by  Lord  Hardwicke^  C.  J*  in  the  case 
of  the  King  v.  Nunez  (2) :  but  afterwards  in  the  case  of  the 
King  V.  Bray  (3),  Lord  Hardwicke  reviewed  his  own  opin« 
*  39  ion  and  *that  of  Lord  Holt,  and  decided  that  the  objection 

went  only  to  the  credit  and  not  to  the  competency  of  the 
witness ;  and  with  respect  to  the  possibility  that  the  jury^ 
might  hear  of  the  verdict,  he  said,  that  sitting  as  judge  he 
could  only  hear  of  it  judicially.  Thus,  where  A  having 
brought  an  action  against  B,  (who  filed  a  bill  in  equity  for 
an  injunction,  and  after  answer  put  in  by  A,  denying  the 
allegations  in  the  blU,  the  injunction  was  dissolved,)  A  was 
afterwards  indicted  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted  in  his  answer,  and  the  indictment  came  on  to  be 
tried  immediately  before  the  action,  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  determined  that  B  was  a  competent  witness  and  had 
been  properly  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  the  t/ial ;  as 
he  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  conviction  of  A  in  any 
civil  proceedings  between  them  either  in  law  or  equity  (!)• 
So  a  person,  who  has  borrowed  money  on  an  usurious 
transaction,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  penalties  against  the  lender  (2)  ;  and,  whether 
he  has  or  has  not  repaid  the  money  lent,  does  appear  to 
make  any  essential  difference,  at  least  so  far  as  his  compe- 
tency is  affected  *;  for  in  neither  case  does  he  gain  any 

r2)  2  Stra.  1043.  (2)  Abrahams  q.   t.  t.  Buod,  4 

r3)  Rep.  Temp.  Han).  358.  Burr.  2251.    Smithy.  Prager,  7  T. 

[1)  R.  T.  Boston,  4  East  572.  See  R.  60.     See  Masters  v.  Drayton,  2 

poity  Sect.  VI.  T.  R.  496. 

*  Iq  the  case  of  Smith  q.  t.  v.  Prager,  the  witness  said  he  had  re- 
paid the  principal  sam  and  interest  by  drafts  which  had  been  duly  hon-* 
oured,  and  that  he  was  still  indebted  to  the  defendant  on  a  running  account 
for  this  and  other  loans.  It  may  be  observed^  that  at  the  time  of  the 
trial  the  witness  was  an  uncertificated  bankrupt :  but  this  was  not  con- 
sidered as  furnishing  any  objection.  (See  Masters  q.  t.  v.  Drayton,  %  T. 
R.  496.  See  also  Ridley  t.  Taylor,  13  East,  175.)  In  the  first  case  cited, 
of  Abrahams  q.  t.  t.  Bunn,  the  witness  proved,  that  he  had  redeemed 
the  pledges  and  repaid  the  principal  sum,  and  he  was  competent  to  prove 
that  fact.  Lord  Mansfield  is  reported  t9  have  said,  ^^  that  if  the  defen- 
dant had  produced  a  security  or  proved  the  pledge  to  be  remaining  in 
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thing  immediately  by  the  event  of  the  suit,  nor  can  he  give 

the  judgment  in  evidence  in  an  action  against  him  for  the  , 

money  lent  (a).     A  mere  contingent  benefit,  then,  which 

*may  result  to  the  witness  from  the  event  of  the  suit,  (as,  *  40 

that  it  may  possibly  be  more  easy  for  him  to  establish  his 

own  claim,  in  case  the  party  calling  him  should  succeed,) 

can  only  affect  his  credit  and  not  his  competency,  unless 

the  verdict  would  be  evidence  for  him  (6). 

Upon  the  same  principle,  a  witness,  who  has  acted  un<* 

hit  cutodj,  it  would  hare  been  a  dUferent  coniideration,  whetfer  the 
wJtMM  wiio  was  the  borrower  of  the  money  could  be  examiiied  to  contra- 
dict this.*'  However,  it  may  be  inferred  irom  the  case  of  Jordaine  tj 
Laahbrooke,  which  haa  been  before  mentioned,  that  this  cenaideration 
would  not  now  afibct  the  competency  of  the  witness.     See  Supra^  p.  33. 

(a)  In  P^tingal  v.  Brwam^  1  Coitus*  Rep.  168.  the  borrower, 
who  was  oflGsred  to  prove  the  usuiy ,  had  discharged  the  debt :  But, 
in  the  CommomotaUh  v.  Frotiy  5  Mau,  Rep*  63,  it  was  expressly 
decided,  that  the  non-pajrment  of  the  loan  did  not  affect  the  compe-* 
tency  of  the  witness.  This  last  case  seems  to  be  an  authority, 
that  a  party  to  a  negotiable  instrument  ia  compeieot  to  prove  It 
usurious  in  an  action  for  penalties  under  the  statute  ;  conformably 
to  the  dictum  of  Chase,  J.  cited  ante  34.  n«  (a). 

(b)  There  must  be  a  legal,  fixed  interest,  in  order  to  disqualify 
a  witness,  Stockham  v.  Jones'^  others^  10  J okns*  Rep.  SI.  In 
order  to  show  a  witness  interested,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  he 
must  derive  a  certain  benefit  from  the  determination  of  the  cause 
one  way  op  the  other.  Per  Buller,  J.,  1  Term  Rep,  164.  A  le-* 
mote  or  contingent  interest  affects  bis  credit  only.  Stemari  v.  Kipf 
5  Johnt.  Asp.  256.  Falh  <S*  SmtU  v.  BeUmap,  1  J  ohm.  Rep.  491. 
1  Cainee'  Rep.  276.  Peterson  v.  WUUng  ^  al.  3  DaU.  608. 
Poet  48.  Phelps  y.  HaU,  2  Tyler  399.  The  bare  possibility  of 
an  action  being  brought  against  the  witness  is  no  objection  to  his 
competency.  Carter  v.  Pearce^  1  Term  Rep.  163.  And  tbeie^ 
fore  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  the  escape  of  a  prisoner,  in 
executioB,  from  the  jail  liberties,  the  deputy  sheriff  wbo  had  takeo 
the  prlsoBer^s  bonds  for  the  liberties,  was  held  a  competent  witness 
for  the  defendant :  for  the  interest  of  the  witness  was  barely  pos- 
sible,  in  consequence  of  his  having  taken  the  bond ;  it  depended 
on  the  solvency  of  the  obligors,  and  on  the  fact  whether  he  had 
acted  fairly  and  honestly  in  taking  it.    Stewart  v.  Kip,  ubi  sup. 
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der  a  bare  authority,  is  not  to  be  excluded  from  giving  bis 
testimony,  on  the  ground,  that  he  may  be  liable  to  an  inn 
formation  or  ^n  action  in  case  the  facty  which  he  comes  to 
prove,  should  be  found  otherwise  (t).    Thus  persons,  who 
have  been  themselves  in  ofifce,  are  often  called  to  show 
what  the  usage  isv  and  what  they  did  when  in  office ;  yet  if 
their  acts  be  illegal,  they  are  liable  to  a  quo  warranto  (1)« 
If  persons  were  not  allowed  to  be  competent  witnesses  in 
matters  belonging  to  corporations,  because  they  may  pos- 
sibly be  punished  by  information,  much  good  evidence  would 
be  shut  out*    Wherever  any  unlawful  act  is  done  in  a  cor^* 
porate  assembly,  the  wliole  assembly  are  liable  to  an  in- 
formation ;  yet  the  persons  who  were  present  at  such  as- 
semblies are  always  allowed  to  be  good  witnesses ;  and  if 
they  were  not  allowed,  there  would  be  no  evidence  at  all 
ats  to  such  facts  (3)«    So  a  witness  may  prove  a  codicil 
made  subsequent  to  a  second  will,  and  reviving  a  former 
will  though  he  has  acted  undier  the  first  wiH,  and  might  be 
liable  to  actions  as  executor  de  son  tort,  if  it  should  be  set 
aside  (3).     Indeed,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule, 
that  executors    in  trust,    trustees,   and  agents,   are   not 
incompetent   merely  on  the  ground  of  their  liability  to 
action  (4)i^ 
*  41  *In  the  cases  which  have  been  mentioned,  the  objection 

against  the  witness  was,  that  either  from  the  circumstance 
of  his  standing  in  the  same  situation  as  the  party  for  whom 
he  was  called,  or  because  the  verdict  might  possibly  influ- 
ence the  jury  in  a  cause  in  whieh  he  himself  might  be  par- 
ty, or  from  some  other  cause  of  the  same  kind,  ^at  he  ex- 
pected a  benefit  from  the  result  of  the  suit.     The  witness 

(1)R.  V.  Bray,  Rep.  Temp.  3254.  Goodtitle  d.  Fowler  V.  Wei- 
Hard.  360 ;  2  Sd.  N.  P.  1045,  S.  C.  ford,  1  Doug.  140^ 
2  Sir.  1069.  S.  P.  Baillie  v.  Wibon,  (4>  1  Mod.  10^.  Goss  v.  I'racy, 
cited  4  Burr.  2864.  See  Carpenter'i  1  P.  Will.  887.  1  Bfack.  Rg).  366. 
Company,  kc,  ▼.  Hayward,  1  Doug^  Gilb.  Ev.  133.  Goodtitle  v.  Fowler, 
374.  1  Doug.  140.     Bettison  v.  Bromley, 

Q)  By  Lord  Hardwicke,  C.  J.  R.  12  East  250'.  See  1  Ball  &  Beatty'i 

V.  Gray,  (or  Bray,)  2  Selw.  N.  P.  Rep.   WO.  414,   and    cases   there 

*^' ^  *-       *,r.,  cited,  as  to  the  rule  in  equity. 

(3)  BaOfie  v.  Wilson,  cit  4  Burr.  ^    ^ 
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• 

in  those  cases  would  probably  have  admitted,  that  he 
thottgki  himaelf  interested,  it  was  upon  the  supposition  of 
this  &ct,  th^t  the  objection  must  have  been  founded.  Those 
cases,  therefore,  in  which  such  objections  were  over-ruled, 
appear  to  have  determined  this  point,  that  a  witness  will 
not  be  incompetent  merely  on  the  ground  of  his  /AtnAnn^  him- 
self iBteitilitd.  It  is  true,  if  he  believes  himself  interested, 
the  impression  on  his  mind,  and  his  bias  in  fevour  of  the 
party  calling  him,  may  be  as  strong  as  if  he  were  legally 
incompetent.  But  the  difference  is,  that  in  the  one  case 
the  inquiry  is  more  simple  ^nd  more  easily  defined ;  in 
the  other,  it  is  complicated,  vague,  and  uncertain.  For 
the  purpose  ef  determining  that  a  witness  Is  incompetent 
on  account  of  his  believing  himself  interested,  it  migh\  be 
necessary  to  examine  him  on  a  great  variety  of  points, 
which  after  all  would  be  more  proper  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury,  as  for  example,  on  the  nature  of  the  be- 
nefit which  he  expects,  the  reasons  for  his  expecting  it, 
and  the  impression  which  such  an  expectation  may  have 
produced  upon  his  mind.  Such  an  inquiry  would  in  all 
cases  be  exirtraely  indefinite,  and  would  be  subject  to  this 
great  inconvenience,  that  it  might  lead  to  the  rejection  of 
a  witness,  who,  on  further  examination,  might  appear  to 
deserve  the  highest  credit,  and  might  have  i^  in  his  power 
to  give  important  evidence.  The  rule  of  law  respecting 
interested  witnesses  is  pertiaps  the  best  that  could  be 
adopted,  because  it  is  the  least  exclusive  and  most  accur 
rately  defined.  It  excludes  such  only  as  have  an  interest 
in  the  event  of  the  suit;  not  that  in  all  cases  they  are  likely 
to  feel  a  stronger  bias  than  persons,  who  oiiay  perhaps 
expect  some  benefit  from  the  event,  or  may  be  friends  or 
relations  to  the  party,  and  yet  are  not  cm  that  account  in-^ 
c6mpetent;  but  *the  kind  of  interest,  which  is  marked  out  f  43 

as  the  cause  of  incompetency,  is  in  general  more  direct  and 
immediate,  and  more  easily  ascertained.  It  has  been  held, 
therefore,  that,  a  witness  is  not  incompetent,  >vho  believes 
himself  under,  an  obligation  of  honour  to  indemnify  the 
bail,  unless  he  has  \r\  /act  entered  into  an  engagement  tq 
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that  effect  (1).  Such  an  obligation  is  in  general  of  a  nature 
so  uncertain  and  variable,  that  it  cannot  safely  be  recog- 
nized in  courts  of  justice  as  a  motive  of  conduct.  Besides, 
where  the  sense  of  honour  is  so  strong  and  binding  as  to 
influence  him  against  his  interest,  it  musl^be  unnecessary 
to  reject  the  witness,  as  the  same  principle,  which  would 
induce  him  to  pay  the  costs,  would  oblige  him  m  giving* 
bis  evidence  to  speak  only  the  truth;  and  in  cases  where 
the  sense  of  honour  is  less  firm  and  imperative,  the  ground 
of  the  objection  fails,  since  the  witness  is  not  bound  in  point 
of  law,  and  does  not  feel  himself  absolutely  bound  in  point 
pi  morals«  But,  independent  of  this  reasoning,  another 
more  general  answer  is,  that  the  ends  of  justice  are  moreef- 
Actually  attained  by  a  full  and  complete  investigation  of  the 
subject  indispute,  and  unless  the  objection  to  the  witness  is 
strictly  a  legal  objection,  he  will  be  admitted  to  give  evidence* 
In  the  case  supposed,  of  a  witness  who  says  he  thinks  him* 
self  bound  in  honour  to  pay  the  costs,  it  might  be  injurious 
to  the  party  who  calls  bin^  to  be  deprived  of  bis  testimony 
on  account  Of  such  a  fancied  obligation ;  more  especially 
as  it  is  an  obligation  which  may  easily  be  pMOnded  by 
the  witness,  but  which  it  is  scarcely  possible  for  the  court 
jusdy  to  appreciate,  and  which  frqm  the  nature  of  the  case 
the  party  cannot  release,  nor  yet  enforce  against  the  wit-- 
ness ;  on  the  other  hand,  his  testimony  may  not  deserve 
all  the  credit  due  to  a  witness  free  from,  bias,  and  it  ought, 
therefpre,  to  be  strictly  exa^mined  and  sifted.  The  witness 
then  is  to  be  he^rd,  hut  his  evidence  is  open  to  obser- 
vation (a). 

*  43  *However,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  are  several 

(1)  Pedenon  v.  Stoffles,  1  Camp.    J.,    See  Fotheringham  v.    Green*  ♦ 

145.  S.  P.,  said  to  have  been  ruled    wood,  1  Str.  11^. 
cmUra^  in  an  old  case,  by  Parker,  C. 


(a)  In  a  qui  tam  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  selling  a  slave 
brought  into  the  state,  a  member  of  the  New-York  society  for  the 
manumission  of  slaves,  who  on  his  voire  dire  said,  "  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff failed,  and  shpuld  ask  him,  he  thought  he  should  give  something, 
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dicta  in  favour  of  the  position,  tbat  a  witness  is  not  com- 
petenty  if  he  believer  himself  interested,  whether  he  is  or 
is  not  interested  in  strictness  of  law  (I)..  But  these  dicta 
were  not  the  ground  of  the  determination  in  the  cases  then 
before  the  Court,  nor  was  it  necessary  to  determine  the 
point;  and  further,  the  general  rule  of  law  on  the  subject 
oi  interest  was  not  at  that  time  so  clearly  settled,  as  it  has 
since  been  by  many  later  authorities  (a).  In  a  late  case  (3), 

(1)  By  Fntt^  C.  J.  inFotkeiia^  307.  S.  P.  by  Perryn  B.  in  N«w« 

ham  T.  Greeowood,  I  Btr.  129.  cited  land^B  case,  1  Leach  Cr.  C.  363. 

and  approved  by  Lord  Lou^bo-  (2)  Case  of  the   Amitie,  Vifle- 

roarh,  C.  J.,  and  bjGoild,  J.  in  neuTB,5Rofainioii,AdB«Rfl|>.S44.tf. 
Trekwnajr  t.  Thomaa,    1  H.  Bl. 

as  be  usually  did  id  such  cases,  although  he  was  no  way  bound  to 
do  it,  but  should  be  governed  merely  by  his  general  practice  and 
principle  ;'^  was  held  a  competent  witness,  his  interest  not  being 
fixed  or  certain,  but  vague  and  not  amounting  even  to  an  ideal  or 
honorary  obligation  to  pay ;  and,  (the  court  add,)  it  has  been  rul- 
ed, that  even  such  an  obligation  does  not  go  to  the  competency  of 
the  witness,  Oilpit^  v.  VtmenU^  9  J&hns.  Rep.  219.  So,  in  an  ac- 
tion ibr  a  penalty  against  a  member  of  a  religious  society  or  sect 
called  shakers^  for  harbouring  a  slave ^  a  member  of  that  society  is 
a  competent  witness  for  the  defendant,  although  the  members  hold 
all  things  in  common,  and  have  a  partnership  interest  in  all  their 
concerns  as  a  religious  community ;  for,  that  partnership  cannot 
extend  to  the  case  of  a  penalty  forfeited  by  either  of  the  members, 
for  a  violation  of  a  penal  statute.  WMs  v.  Lanu^  8  Johm.  Rep, 
462. 

(a)  The  current  of  authority  in  this  country  is  against  the  com- 
petency of  the  witness.  It  has  been  held  in  a  late  case  in  Virginia, 
that  a  witness  considering  himself  interested,  was  incompetent 
Richardson' $  Exr.  v.  Hunt,  2  Jlftm,  148.  And  in  Massachusetts, 
that  a  witness  who  relies  on  a  gratuitous  promise  from  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  him  part  of  the  sum  in  controversy,  was  incompetent. 
Plumb  V.  Whitings  5  Mass.  Rep.  518.  The  same  principle  ap- 
pears to  be  sanctioned  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of  New- 
York.  Trustees  of  Lansingbwgh  v.  WiUard^  8  Johns.  Rep.  428. 
In  the  last  cited  case  this  rule  is  established :  If  a  lyitness  be  called, 
and  declares  himself  interested  on  the  side  of  the  party  who  calls 
him,  and  his  interest  be  so  circumstanced  that  he  cannot  be  releas- 
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before  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  an  objection  was 
made  to  the  evidence  of  a  witness,  who  had  acknowledged 
in  his  answer,  ^'  that  he  could  not  say  he  was  not  interest- 
ed, inasmuch  as  he  conceived  he  would  be  entitled  to  share, 
if  his  vessel  should  be  pronounced  a  joint  captor,  though 
he  bad  signed  a  release  :^'  on  the  other  side  it  was  con- 
tended, that  as  he  was  clearly  not  interested,  the  effect  of 
his  impression  was  no  m<M^  an  objection  in  this  case,  than 
in  those  in  which  the  expectation  depended  only  on  the 
bounty  of  the  parties.  But  Sir  William  Scott  rejected  the 
evidence,  observing,  '^  he  had  always  understood  the  dis*- 
tinction  to  be,  that  if  the  witness  says  only  that  he  expects 
to  share  from  the  bounty  of  the  captors,  he  is  not  disqual- 
ified or  rendered  incompetent,  whatever  may  be  the  de- 
duction of  credit  to  which  he  is  exposed.  Bif  ^  if  he  thinks 
himself  entitled  in  law,  he  act?  under  an  impression  qf  in- 
terest, which  renders  him  incompetent,  however  erroneous 
that  opinion  may  be." 

Having  shown  what  is  not  such  an  interest  in  the  event 
of  the  suit,  as  will  disqualify  a  witness  from  giving  evi- 

—^^ ■ ■ ---11^  -  ___!  _■  -|--r M— 

ed  by  the  party  caHing  him,  in  such  case  be  ought  not  to  be  sworn, 
thoi^  in  strictness  be  is  not  interested ;  but  if  bis  ideal  interest  be 
against  the  party  calling  him,  who  will  run  the  risk  of  the  bias  on 
the  knind  of  tbe  witness,  then  hie  ought  to  be  sworn.  In  a  case  in 
which  the  witness  on  bis  voire  dire  said,  that  he  expected  a  com- 
pensation from  tbe  plaintiff's  generosity,  if  be  recovered,  be  was 
rejected.  M^Veaugh  v.  Croadt^  1  DaU.  62.  cited  and  approved, 
9  DaU.  60.  But  in  a  case  in  Vermont,  in  which  a  person  who  con- 
sidered himself  interested  was  offered  as  a  witness,  tbe  court  said, 
that  if  tbe  witness  bad  considered  himself  to  be  interested,  and  any 
undue  bias  bad  been  created  from  this  consideration,  it  was  to  be 
presumed,  that  it  would  be  removed  upon  bis  being  informed  by 
tbe  court  that  he  was  not  interested":  if,  however,  he  bad  unhap- 
pily contracted  any  prejudice  from  a  supposed  interest,  too  obsti- 
nate to  be  removed  by  this  suggestion  of  the  court,  tbe  jury  would 
consider  it  in  forming  an  opinion  of  his  credibility.  State  v.  Clarky 
2  Ty/er  278; 
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dente,  ire  How  proceed  to  inqaire  what  is  such  an  interest 
as  will  disqualify  him* 

if  the  witness  can  avail  himself  of  the  verdict,  so  as  to 
give  it  in  evidence  in  support  of  his  own  claims,  or  if  the 
^verdict  can  be  used  in  evidence  against  him,  in  case  the  *  44 

party,  for  whom  he  is  called  as  witness,  should  iail  in  the 
action,  this  is  a  direct  and  immediate  interest  in  the  event 
of  the  suit  (a),  which  will  render  him  incompetent  ( 1  )•  Thus 
where  a  right  of  common  is  claimed  by  custom,  one  who 
claims  under  the  same  custom  cannot  be  a  witness  in  sup- 
port of  the  claim,  as  he  might  afterwards  use  the  verdict 
in  his  own  cause  to  establish  a  similar  customary  right  for 
himself  (2)«  It  may  perhaps  be  said,  that  if  he  were  allow- 
ed to  be  a  witness,  he  could  not  afterwards  use  the  ver-  - 
diet;  for,  cm  the  trial  of  his  own  cause,  if  it  should  appear 
that  he  was  witness  in  the  former  suit,  to  admit  the  verdict 
as  evidence  for  him  would  be  in  effect  allowing  a  party  to 
give  evidence  for  himself.  The  answer  to  this  objection 
seem^  to  be,  that  the  fact  of  his  having  given  evidence  in 
the  former  case  would  probably  be  unknown  at  the  time 

(1)  3  T.  R.  3^  33. 36.  7  T.  R.  BuU.  N.  P.  283.  Hockley  t.  Lamb, 
es.    4  East  58S.  1  Lord  Raym.  731. 

(2)  1  T.  R.  303.    3  T.  R.  32. 

(a)  So,  a  person  who  has  paid  taxes  to  his  agent  to  be  paid  over 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove 
the  payment,  in  a  suit  by  the  treasurer  against  the  agent ;  for  if  an 
action  should  afterwards  be  brought  respecting  these  taxes,  the 
Terdict  might  be  given  in  evidence  by  the  principal,  to  prove  that 
the  treasurer  had  received  them.  Hayi  v.  Grier^  4  Bitmey  80. 
In  ejectment,  brought  to  recover  lands  claimed  under  the  hus- 
band, a  widow  claiming  dower  in  the  premises  iii  question  is  a 
competent  witness,  as  the  verdict  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  in  an 
action  of  dower  brought  by  her.  Jaduon  d.  Gritiwold  and  an  aiher 
V.  Bardf  4  Johns.  Rtp*  230.    Jackson  d,  Fandtuen  v.  Fandfuen^ 

5  Johns.  Rep.  144.     Den  d.  Beatty  v. ,  Tayl.  9.  6  Bitmey 

505.  507.  Et  vide  Porter  v.  M'Clure,  1  Hayw.  360.  Jacobsom 
V.  Fountain^  2  JohaM.  Rep.  170.  176.  Bridge  v.  M^Lane  e<  a^ 
2  Mass.  Rep.  620.    Spiity  v.  BowsnSy  Peahens  Cases  53. 
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of  the  seconcl  suit ;  and,  even  if  that  bci  should  be  fuUy 
proved,  yet  it  would  be  presumed,  that  he  was  disinterest- 
ed,  and  then  the  verdict  might  perhaps  be  evidence  for 
him,  upon  the  same  principle  which  allows  the  depositions 
of  a  witness  in  a  suit  in  equity,  to  be  evidence  for  him  on  a 
bill  of  revivor  brought  by  the  witness  himself  (3).  A  com-* 
moner,  then,  is  not  competent  to  support  a  custom,  under 
which  he  himself  claims.  So  in  an  action  on  the  case  by  a 
commoner  against  the  defendant,  for  not  repairing  his 
fences  contiguous  to  a  common,  where  one  of  the  points  in 
issue  was,  whether  the  defendant  was  liable  to  repair  by 
reason  of  his  occupation,  it  has  been  determined  that  other 
persons,  who  claimed  a  right  of  pasture  over  the  same 
common,  were  not  competent  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  (4), 
because  the  record  would  be  evidence  for  another  com* 
moner,  that  the  occupier  of  the  adjacent  land  was  bound 
to  repair  this  fence ;  and  though  the  plaintiff  in  that  case 
claimed  a  right  of'  common  by  prescription,  in  ri^t  of  a 
«  45  particular  messuage,  ^still  the  other  commoners,  by  Vfaat- 

ever  title  they  might  claim,  would  have  a  common  interest 
in  casting  the  burden  of  the  repair  of  this  individual  fence 
upon  the  occupier  of  the  adjacent  land.     So,  where  the 
question  b,  whether  in  a  particular  parish  or  vill  certain 
things  are  generally  exempted  from  tithes,  or  subject  only 
to  a  modus,  no  persons  who  would  be  subject  to  tithes,  if 
the  parson's  claim  were  to  be  allowed,  can  give  evidence 
in  support  of  the  modus  or  exemption (!)•    So,  where  a 
defendant  in  an  action  of  trespass  justifies  under  a  custom 
in  the  parish  for  out-going  tenants  to  take  the  away-going^ 
crop,  he  cannot  call  as  witness  an  occupier  of  land,  who 
insists  uppn  the  same  right  for  himself.    But  where  the 
issue  does  not  affe<^t  any  common  right,  but  is  merely  on  a 
right  of  common  claimed  by  prescription  as  belonging  to 
the  estate  of  A,  one  who  claims  a  prescriptive  right  of 

(3)  GoBST.  Traoy,  1  P.WinB.  288.        (1)  Ld.  Clanricard  t.  Ly.  Den- 
S  Vem.  69S.  8.  C.    Hawi  t.  Hind,    ton,  1  OwUl.  360.    Gilb.  Er,  113. 
t  Atk.  615. 

(4)  Anscomb  v.  Shore,  1  Taunt. 
361. 
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common  in  right  of  his  own  estate  may  be  a  trUness  (S)  ; 
for  though  A  may  have  such  a  right  of  common,  it  does 
not  follow  that  B  has,  nor  would  the  verdict  in  the  action 
of  A  be  evidence  in  B's  action  (a). 

(2)    Hanrejr   y.    Collison,    MS.    R.  392.  Bull.  N.  P.  383. 
case  stated  1  Sel.  N.  P.  449.     1  T. 


(a)  Id  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  the  defendants 
justified  under  a  right  of  fishery,  in  the  locus  in  quo,  in  themselves^ 
in  common  with  the  other  inhabitants  of  Staten-Island,  and  on  the 
trial  offered  one  Anovr  as  a  vritness  to  that  fact.     It  was  objected 
that  the  witness  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  island,  was  incompetent 
on  the  ground  of  interest,  and  be  was  rejected  by  the  judge.     Thei 
witness  then  offered  to  the  plaintiff  a  release  of  all  his  right,  wMcb 
the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept.     He  then  offered  a  release  to  an  in-* 
habitant  of  the  island,  for  the  use  of  all  the  others  except  himself; 
but  the  judge  ^as  of  opinion  that  he  was  still  an  incompetent  wit- 
ness.    On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  court  held  that  the  witness 
was  properly  rejected.     Thompson,  J.  in  delireiing  the  opinion  of 
the  court  says : — This  witness  was,  I  thinly,  properly  rejected.    A 
commoner  is  inadmissible  to  prove  a  right  of  common,  unless  th^ 
common  pe  claimed  by  prescription,  in  right  of  at  particular  estate. 
The  reason  of  the  rule  is,  that  in  the  case  of  customary  commonersi 
a  verdict  in  an  action  for  or  against  one,  is  evidence  for  or  against 
another  claiming  in  the  same  right.     The  Witness  was  therefore 
directly  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit;     Nor  could  the  released 
offered  by  the  witness,  remove  the  objection ;  since  it  could  pass  no 
right  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  extinguish  any  interest  which  the  witness 
bad.'  Should  he  have  exercised  the  right  of  fishing  at  any  tim^ 
afterwards,  no  person  oould  have  taken  advantage  of  this  release. 
The  right  belonged  to  the  witness  or  other  persons^  not  in  their  in- 
dividual capacity,  but  as  inhabitants  of  Staten-Island.     The  right 
^t  up  by  the  defendants,  if  it  existed  at  all,  depended  on  residence 
cxclasively.     And  although  the  witness  might  bind  himself  by 
covenant  not  to  exercise  this  right,  h^  could  not  assign  or  release 
it,  as  it  was  local  and  personal.     If  the  acceptance  of  the  release 
would  have  removed  the  interest,  it  is  well  and  rationally  settled, 
that  in  such  case,  the  witness  having  done  every  thing  hi  bis  pow- 
er to  render  himself  competent,  the  obstinacy  of  the  opposite  party 
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^'  It  is  no  good  objeetion  to  a  witness,  says  Ch.  B«  Gil« 
bert  (3),  that  he  has  common  hy  cause  of  vicinage  in  the 
lands  in  question,  for  this  is  no  interest  in  the  land,  but 
only  an  excuse  for  trespass ;  and  let  who  will  recover  the 
lands,  the  whole  right  of  common  remains,  so  that  he  is 
certainly  indifferent  in  point  of  interest  bitween  the  two 
contenders/'  However,  this  position  may  perhaps  be 
doubted,  as  the  rule  is  now  clearly  established,  that  a  wit- 
ness, who  can  use  the  verdict  in  ^n  action  brought  either 
by  or  against  himself,  is  not  competent ;  and  since  com- 
mon by  cause  of  vicinage  is  in  the  nature  of  common  ap- 
pendant, and  implies  immemorial  usage  of  intercommon- 
ing,  it  is  presumed,  that  a  verdict,  finding  the  existence  of 
such  an  usage,  would  be  evidence  for  the  witness,  if  he 
were  to  ^justify  under  the  same  usage  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass. It  may  be  observed,  that  Ch«  B.  Gilbert  does  not 
once  mention  the  power  of  using  the  verdict  as  a  criterion 
for  determining  whether  the  witness  is  incompetent  *,  bq 
undefined  at  that  time  was  the  rule  of  evidence  on  this 
subject. 

Pereons  liable  to  the  Costs  of  the  action  have  an  imme- 
diate interest  in  the  event,  and  therefore  are  not  competent 
witnesses  (a).  For  the  same  reason,  the  defendants'  bail 
are  not  competent  to  give  evidence  for  their  principal  (I), 
because  they  are  immediately  answerable  in  case  of  a 
verdict  against  the  defendant  (6).  So,  in  an  action  against 
a  sheriff  for  a  false  return,  the  sheriff's  officer,  who  has 
given  security  for  (he  due  execution  of  the  process,  is  not  a 


(3)  Gflb.  Ev.  109. 


(1)  1  T.  R.  164. 


shall  not  prevent  his  being  examined.  Jacobion  v,  FowUam  4r 
Qthersy  t  Johns.  Rep.  170. 

(a)  Fansant  v.  Boileau,  1  Binney  444.  So>  a  person  who  has 
given  a  bond  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  from  the  costs  of  the  8uit» 
is  incon|i^ent     Butler  v.  Wdrreny  1 1  Johtu.  B,ef.  57 » 

(i)  It  b  the  practice  for  the  court  to  discharge  the  bail,  upon 
application,  when  he  is  wanted  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant. 
Irsoin  v.  Caryetlj  8  Johm.  Rep.  407. 
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cotnpeteDt  witness,  to  prove  that  he  endeavoured  to  make 
the  arrest '(3).  So,  in  an  action  by  an  infant  plaintiff,  his 
prochein  amy  or  guardian  are  not  competent  witnesses  for 
iiim,  as  they  are  liable  to  costs  (3).  So,  in  an  action 
against  a  master,  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant,  the  ser- 
vant is  not  a  competent  witness  to  disprove  his  own  negli- 
gence ;  for  the  verdict  may  be  given  in  evidence,  in  a 
subsequent  action  by  the  master  against  the  servant,  as  to 
the  quantum  of  the  damages,  though  not  as  to  the  fact  of 
the  injury  (4).  So,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  the  sale  of 
the  goods  to  the  defendant  and  one  J.  S.  who  were  part? 
ners  in  trade.  Lord  Kenyon  held  that  J.  S.  could  not  be 
a  witness  for  the  defendant,  to  prove  that  the  goods  were 
«old  to  himself,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  concerned  ^ 
in  the  purchase  except  as  his  servant;  for,  said  Lord 
Kenyon,  by  discharging  the  defendant  he  benefits  himself, 
as  he  will  be  liable  to  pay  a  share  of  the  costs  to  beVe- 
covered  by  the  plaintiff  (5)  (a).  So,  in  an  action  by  an 
indorsee  against   the  ^acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  *47 

which  had  been  accepted  for  the  accpmpiodation  of  the 
drawer,  the  drawer  is  not  a  comp|Stei)t  witness  for  the  de- 
fendant to  prove  that  the  holder  took  the  bill  for  an  usuri- 
ous consideration  (6)«  This  was  lately  determined  in  the 
case  of  Jones  v.  Brooke  (1).  .The  Court  of  Cominon 
Pleas  there  held,  that  the  witness  was  interested  to  defeat 
the  action ;  for,  |f  the  holder  should  succeed  s^gainst  |he 

(ft)  Powdl  T.  Hord,  S  Ld.  Raym.  (6)  Good^ie  t,  Breane,  P«ak€ 

141 1.;  1  Str.  050.  S.  C.  3  Camp,  620,  N.  P.  C.  174, 

(3)  James  V.  Hatfield,  1  ^tr.  548.  (1)  4  TauDt  464.  Maundrel  r. 
Hopkins  r.  Neal,  2  Str.  1()96.  GUb.  Keuet,  1  Campb.  408.  See  also 
£▼.  107-  Trelawny  v.  Thomas,  1  H.  Bl.  306. 

(4)  Greeji  y.  New  R,  Comoanj,  and  Ball  t,  Bostock,  1  Str.  575.  as 
4  T.  R,  5fM9.  Martin  v.  Henrickson,  to  the  incompetency  of  witneoes  lia- 
ft  Ld.  RajiD.  1007.    ATiller  t.  Fal-  ble  to  costs. 

coner,  1  Campb.  fSl.  15  East  474. 
3  Campb.  516. 

(a)  Vide  Young  v.  Baimer^  1  Etp,  103. 
(6)  Vide  Ci/wUs  v.  Wilcox,  4  Day  108. ' 
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acceptor,  the  acceptor  would  not  only  have  a  right  of  ac- 
tion against  the  drawer  for  the  principal  sum,  but  also  for 
all  damages,  which  as  acceptor  he  might  sustain  in  being 
sued  upon  the  bill ;  the  drawer  of  an  accommodation  bill 
.  b^ing  bound  to  indemnify  the  acceptor  against  the  ccHise- 
quences  of  his  acceptance  for  the  drawer's  accommoda- 
tion (a). 

1  u 

(a)  So,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  iosurance  to  recover  for  a  loss 
by  barratry,  Lord  Kenyon  held  that  the  captain  was  an  incompe- 
tent witness  to  di9prove  the  fact  of  barratry,  as  by  defeating  the 
plaintifiPs  action  he  would  discharge  himself  from  his  liability  over 
to  the  underwriter.  BirSv,  Thompson^  1  Etp,  337.  And,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  the  witness  by  charging  the  defendant,  would 
exonerate  himself  from  a  liability,  he  is  incompetent.  Rotheroe  it 
ai.  V.  Elton,  Peake  84.  Sheldon  v.  Ackley,  4  Day  468.  Emerion 
V.  Andrews^  4  Mats.  Rep.  663.  2  Ma$8.  Rep.  444.  Upon  the 
principle  that  a  witness  is  incompetent,  who  is  interested  to  de- 
feat the  plaintiff's  action,  because  in  case  the  plaintiff  recovered  he 
would  be  liable  to  the  defendant  in  a  suit  in  which  the  record  in 
the  previous  action  would  be  evidence  against  him,  a  grantor,  who 
has  conveyed  land  with  warranty,  is  inadmissible  in  support  of  his 
grantee's  title.  Jackson  d.  CaldweU  y.  Hallenback,  2  Johns.  Rep. 
394.  Swift  V.  Deany  6  Johns.  Rep.  523.  Moon  v.  CampheUy  1 
Mun,  600.  Mhy  v.  Goodrich^  3  Day  433.  So,  a  lessor  is  in- 
competent to  support  the  title  of  his  lessee,  as  in  case  the  defen- 
dant were  evicted,  he  would  be  liable  on  the  implied  covenant  in 
the  word  demised.  Smith  v.  Chambers^  4  Esp.  164.  So,  the 
vendor  of  a  chattel  is  not  a  competent  witness,  in  an  action  against 
the  vendee,  there  being  an  implied  warranty  of  title  in  every  sale 
of  personal  property.  Heermance  v.  Vemoy^  6  Johns.  Rep.  6. 
But  a  grantor  without  covenant  of  title  or  warranty  is  admissible 
to  prove  the  title  of  the  grantee.  Btuby  v.  ChreendaUy  1  Sir. 
445.  So,  a  grantor  who  has  warranted  merely  against  persons 
claiming  under  himself,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  grantee 
against  a  party  not  claiming  under  the  witness.  TwatMy  v. 
Hetdey,  4  Mass,  Rep.  44 1 .  Lessee  of  Gratz  v.  Ewaltj  2  Binneff 
95.  Lessee  (f  Cain  v.  Kinderson^  Id.  108.  Lessee  of  Henry  v. 
Morgan^  Jd.  600.  Lessee  of  Sweitzer  v.  Mee$e  ^  ath^rs^  6 
Binney  600.     And  a  grantor,  with  warranty,  is  a  competent 
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Upon  the  same  principle  it  has  been  determined,  that,  on 
an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal,  if  the  appellanlB 
prove  a  settlement  in  a  third  parish,  the  rated  inhabitants 
^f  that  parish  are  not  competent  witnesses  for  the  respon* 
dents  to  disprove  it ;  as  the  confirmation  of  the  order  of  re* 
inoval  would  be  conclusive  evidence  for  the  inhabitants  of 
<he  third  parish,  that  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  was  at 
that,  time  in  the  appellant  parish  (2).  It  would  indeed  be 
quite  as  conclusive  in  favour  of  any  other  parish  in  the  king- 
dom ;  so  that  the  proposed  witness  had  a  greater  interest  in 
the  question  dian  any  other  person,  only  ia  proportion  as 
there  was  a  greater  probability,  that,  if  the  appellants  failed 
in  this  appeal,  they  would  afterwards  remove  the  pauper  t6 
his  parish.  Such  an  objection,  however,  is  now  removed 
by  the  statute  54  G.  3.  c.  170.  the  9th  section  of  which  enacts, 
''  that  no  inhabitant  or  person  rated  or  liable  to  be  rated 
to  any  rates  of  any  district,  parish,  &c.,  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  by  reason  thereof  an  incompetent  witness  for  or 
against  such  district,  &c.,  in  any  matter  relating  to  such 
rates,  or  to  any  order  of  removal  to  or  from  such  district, 
&c.,  or  to  the  ^settlement  of  the  pauper  in  such  district.^'  *  48 

Before  this  provision,  it  had  been  decided,  that  inhabitants 
would  not  be  incompetent  merely  from  having  rateable 
property  in  the  parish,  if  it  did  not  appear  that  the  proper- 
ty  was  actually  rated  at  the  time  of  the  appeal ;  and  this, 
although  it  was  omitted  in  the  rate,  for  the  very  purpose  of 
introducing  their  evidence  (1).  The  Court  held,  that  in 
order  to  disqualify  a  witness,  there  must  be  an  actual  ej[- 
isting  interest  at  the  time,  not  merely  one  that  is  expectant 
and  contingent ;  and  that,  by  taking  the  witness  off  the 
rate,  his  immediate  interest  was  so  far  taken  away,  that  it    . 

(2)  R.  V.  Terriogtoik,  15  But  471*    y.  Little  Lomley,  6  T.  R.  167.    R. 
(1)  R.  T.  Prosser,  4  T.  R.  17.  R.    v.  Kirdford,  2  East  S61. 

witness  in  an  action  of  trespass  by  the  grantee,  although  the 
defendant  Justifies  under  a  right  of  freehold.  Fan  Nvi^  r.  Tev' 
^tine,  3  Johm.  Cot.  82. 
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could  not  render  him  incompetent,  whatever  objections 
might  still  be  made  against  his  credibility  (a)* 

In  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  tenant  in  possession,  upon 
whom  an  ejectment  has  been  served,  is  not  a  competent  wit-* 
ness  in  support  of  the  title  of  the  defendant  under  whom  he 
holds  (&) ;  for  he  is  liable  to  the  mesne  profits,  and  the  verdict 
in  ejectment  would  be  evidence  against  him  in  an  action  to 
recover  them  (2).  So  a  witness,  to  whom  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  has  agreed  to  demise  the  lands  in  question,  incase 

(2)  Bourne  v.  Turner,  1  Str.  632.  Doe  d.  Fonter  v.  Williains,  Cowp.  621. 


^••" 


4fi)  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  pari^oner  who  had  propertj 
which  was  rated  pot  in  bis  own,  but  in  his  son's  nam^,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  him  a  witness,  was  incompetent  to  prove  the  pau- 
peris settlement  in  another  parish.  R*  ▼.  KiUerby^  10  Ecut^i  Rep. 
S9^.  In  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bastardy  bond  to  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  town  of  New-Windsor,  it  was  held  that  the  liabilit/ 
of  a  witness,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  be  rated  for  the  support 
of  the  poor  of  the  town  of  New- Windsor,  was  too  remote  and  contin- 
gent an  interest  to. render  him  incompetent  Falls  ^  Smith  v. 
BeUenapi  1  Johns.  Rep,  486.  So,  where  a  qui  tam  action  is 
brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  recover  a  penalty,  the  one 
half  of  which,  when  recovered,  would  go  to  the  support  of  the  poor 
of  the  town  of  which  the  justice  is  an  inhabitant,  this  is  not  8U<^  an 
interest  in  the  cause  as  will  render  the  justice  incompetent  to  try 
it.  Corwein  v.  Hames^  1 1  Johns.  Rep.  76.  Nor  is  it  an  objection 
against  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  penalty,  when  recover- 
ed, is  to  be  appropriated  to  the  support  of  the  poor  of  a  town  in 
which  he  is  an  inhabitant  paying  taxes  for  that  purpose.  Blood' 
good  V.  Overseers  of  Jamaica^  12  Johns.  Rep.  285. 

(6)  He  is  incompetent  to  show  that  himself  and  not  the  defen- 
dant was  tenant  in  possession ;  for  he  has  an  immediate  interest  in 
preventing  a  recovery,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  own  pos- 
session i  this  seems  to  be  ^nsidered  a  question  no  generis^  partly 
an  interest  in  the  question  and  partly  an  interest  in  the  event :  and 
it  is  one  of  those  cases  in  which  reason  and  sound  policy  lead  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  witness,  as  from  the  nsiture  of  the  fact  there  can 
be  no  inconvenience  in  requiring  other  proof,  which  it  must  always 
be  in  the  power  of  the  party  to  produce.  Brant  d.  Fan  Cortlandt 
^  others  v.  Dyckmany  1  Johns.  Cos.  276.  Jackson  d.  Fan  Den 
iBef^h  V.  TmsdeU,  12  Johns.  Rep.  246.  post  62. 
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he  shall  recover  them  by  the  verdict  in  ejectment,  would  not 
be  competent  to  give  evidence  against  the  defendant ;  be- 
cause, in  an  action  for  the  non-performance  of  that  agree« 
ment,  the  verdict  would  be  evidence  for  him  to  prove  the 
fact  of  the  lands  having  been  recovered.  To  this  effect  Ch« 
B.  Gilbert  has  laid  it  down  (3),  that  if  a  man  promise  a 
witness,  that  in  case  he  recover  the  lands  he  shall  have  a 
lease  of  them  for  so  many  years,  this  excludes  the  evidence, 
for  then  the  witness  would  have  a  fixed  and  certain  advan- 
tage  by  the  event  of  the  verdict*  So  a  witness  has  been 
rejected,  who,  if  the  plaintiff  failed  in  the  action,  was  to  re- 
pay a  sum  of  money  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  plaintiff, 
but  was  not  to  repay  any  part  of  it,  if  Uie  plaintiff  suc- 
•ceeded  (1)  (a).  And  in  the  case  of  Forrester  v.  Pigou  (2),  *  49 

an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  where  the  defendant  call- 
ed another  underwriter  as  witness,  who  in  his  examination 
on  the  voire  dire  said,  he  had  paid  the  loss  to  the  plaintiff 
upon  an  undertaking,  that  he  was  to  be  repaid  in  the  event 
of  this  action  fiiilingy  and  that  he  had  since  received  a  letter 
from  t^e  plaintiff  promising  to  return  the  money  in  that 
event,  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.  on. the  trial  rejected  the. 
witness.  On  a  motion  afterwards  for  a  new  trial  on  ac- 
count of  this  rejection,  the  Court  sent  the  case  to  be  retri- 
ed, for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  more  particularly  the 
time  when  the  undertaking  was  made  to  the  witness ;  but 
on  that  occasion  Lord  EUenborough  said,  ''  if  a  person, 
who  is  under  no  obligatioh  to  become  a  witness  for  either 
of  the  parties  to  the  suit,  choose  to  pay  his  debt  before- 
hand, upon  a  condition  that  it  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
event  of  that  suit,  he  becomes  as  much  interested  in  the 
event  as  if  he  were  a  party  to  a  consolidation  rule." 

The  rule,  that  a  witness  is  not  competent,  if  the  verdict 
can  be  given  in  evidence  either  for  or  against  him  in  a 

^  Gilb.  Et.  108.  citing  a  dictum        (I)  Fotberingham  r.  Greenwood, 
of  Twisden,  J.  in  1  Mod.  21.  1  Sir.  129. 

(2)  1  Maule  &  Sel.  9. 

(a)  Vide  (hcen  v.  Mann,  2  Day  399. 


^ 
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future  suit,  is  of  all  the  rules  on  this  subject  the  most  com'' 
prehenaiye,  and  at  the  same  time  the  most  accurately  de« 
fined*  And  if  this  were  the  single  criterion  for  ascertain- 
ing whether  the  witness  is  incompetent,  the  question  of 
interest,  which  now  is  often  a  question  of  difficulty,  would 
be  greatly  narrowed.  Lord  Kenyon  seems  disposed  to 
consider  this  rule  as  the  only  true  test  of  competency.  lA 
the  case  of  Bent  y.  Baker  (3),  he  says,  ^^  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered, what  is  the  question  put  to  a  witness  on  bis*  voire 
dire  ?  It  is,  is  he  really  interested  in  the  cause  ?  Sometimes 
indeed,  the  counsel  enter  into  the  detail,  and  ask  how  he  is 
interested?  But  the  general  question  involves  in  it  all 
the  others,  and  amounts  to  this,-  whether  the  record  in 
that  cause  will  affect  his  interest  ?''  Then  again  he  says, 
^^  I  think  the  principle  is  this,  if  the  proceedings  in  the 
*  50  *cause  cannot  be  used  for  him,  he  is  a  competent  witness, 

^though  he  may  have  wishes  upon  the  subject.''  And 
Mr.  Justice  BuUer  in  the  same  case  says,  '*  The  true  line 
I  take  to  be  this,  is  the  witness  to  gain  or  lose  by  the  event 
of  the  cause  ?  Now  this  witness  could  not  gain  or  lose  by 
the  event  of  this  suit,  because  the  verdict  could  not  be 
evidence  either  for  or  against  him  in  any  other  suit  (a).'^ 
However,  it  will  appear  from  a  variety  of  cases,  diat  wit- 
nesses have  been  considered  incompetent  on  account  of 
interest,  although  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  could  never 
be  used  in  evidence  either  for  or  against  them. 

On  the  subject  of  interested  witnesses,  Ch.  B.  Gilbert 
lays  down  the  rule  thus  (1),  ^'  the  law  looks  upon  a  witr* 
ness  as  interested,  where  there  is  a  certain  benefit  or  dis- 
advantage to  the  witness  attending  the  consequence  of  the 
cause  one  way."  Mr.  Justice  Buller  adopts  the  same  rule  (2). 
So,  in  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Prosser  (3),  where  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether,  on  an  appeal  against  a  rate,  parishioners, 

(3)3T*R.32.uid86e7T.R.62.        (S)Biifl.  N.  P.  284. 
(1)  Gilb.  £t.  106,  7.  (3)  4  T.  R.  90. 

(a)  2  Johm.  Cos.  236.  6  John$.  Rep.  267.  1  Hem.  ^  M^u^ 
164,  165.     6  Binney  319.     4  Johns.  Rep.  302. 
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who  had  rateable  property  but  were  not  actually  rated,  were 
competent  witnesses  in  support  of  the  rate,  the  same  learned 
judge  expressed  himself  thus :  "  I  take  the  rule  to  be  this  ; 
if  the  witness  can  derive  no  benefit  from  the  cause  before 
the  Court,  (meaning  evidently  from  the  context,  no  tm- 
mediate  benefit,)  he  is  competent.'^  And  it  appears  to  be 
established  by  a  variety  of  cases,  that  a  certain  direct  and 
immediate  interest  will  disqualify,  although  it  may  happen 
that  the  verdict  in  the  cause  cannot  be  evidence,  either  for 
or  against  the  witness  in  any  future  suit  concerning  that  in* 
terest.  The  following  examples  may  be  cited  to  illustrate 
this  general  rule. 

1*  Rated  parishioners  were  always  considered  incom- 
petent, before  the  late  act  of  parliament  (4),  to  give  evidence 
for  their  parish  ijfi  appeals  against  orders  of  removal,  on 
*the  ground  that  they  were  directly  and  immediately  inte-  *  5t 

rested  in  the  event  of  the  proceeding,  by  which  the  main- 
tenance of  the  pauper  and  the  costs  of  the  appeal  might  be 
fixed  upon  their  parish,  and  have  the  effect  of  increasing 
their  proportion  of  the  rates  (I). 

2.  A  devisee,  who  takes  an  interest  under  a  will,  is  not 
competent  to  speak  to  the  testatbr's  sanity,  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  by  another  devisee  against  the  heir  at  law  (a). 

3.  A  bankrupt  is  not  a  competent  witness  in  an  actioif 
by  his  assignees  to  prove  property  in  himself  or  a  debt  due 
to  himself  (2),  or  in  any  other  manner  to  increase  the  fund  (i)# 
Nor  can  he  prove  his  own  act  of  bankruptcy,  or  the  pe- 
titioning creditor's  debt,  or  any  other  part  necessary  to 

(4)  St.  54.  0. 3.  c.  vro.  ♦  9.  (2)  Bwens  t.  GoW,  Bull.  N.  P.  43, 

h)  R.  T.  Prdsser,  4  T.  R.  19.  R. 
r.  South  Lynn.  5  T.  R.  667.  R.  V. 
Kirdford,!^  East  661.  . 


.:u. 


(a)  But  a  tenant,  under  the  devisee,  of  part  of  the  estate  devis- 
ed, is  competent  to  prove  that  the  testator  was  non  compos  at  th6 
t^rae  of  executing  the  will.  Jackson  d,  WoodhvU  v.  Rtimsey,  S 
Johns.  Cos.  234. 

{b)  Sed  vide  M'Ewen  v.  Gibbs  ei  al.  4  Doll*  137. 

K 
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support  the  commission,  not  even  after  obtaining  a  cer- 
tificate, and  executing  a  release  of  his  share  in  the  surplus  ; 
for  if  the  commission  is  not  good^  the  certificate  and  all 
the  proceedings  are  void,  and  the  bankrupt  will  be  liable 
again  to  his  debts,  from  which  the  certificate  Would  dis- 
cbarge him  (3).  For  the  same  reason  he  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned as  to  any  antecedent  act  of  bankruptcy,  either  in  his 
examination  in  chief  or  in  his  cross  examination  (4).  And  « 
on  a  second  commission  of  bankruptcy,  a  certificated  bank- 
rupt cannot  be  a  witness  for  the  assignees  under  that  com- 
mission, unless  he  has  paid  1 5  shillings  in  the  pound,  for 
in  the  event  of  his  not  making  that  payment  under  the 
second  commission,  his  future  efiects  are  liable  (5)* 

4»  A  creditor  of  a  bankrupt  is  not  competent  to  increase 
the  fund,  out  of  which  he  may  receive  a  dividend  (c)«     He 
cannot  therefore,  give  any  evidence  to  depi*ive  the  bankrupt 
^  52  of  ^b's  allowance  (1 ).    And  the  petitioning  creditor  is  not  a 

competent  witness  to  prove  the  commission  regularly  sued 
out ;  because  he  enters  into  a  bond  to  the  Liord  Chancellor 
conditioned  to  establish  the  several  facts,  upon  which  the 

(3)  CroBsv.  Fox,  2  H.  Bl.  27».  n.    N.  P.  C.  187;  Eltom  t.    Brafley, 
(a) ;  Flcfwer  v.  Herbert,  lb.     Sield    MS.  case  in  1  Selw.  N.  P.  239. 

V.  Curtis,  2  Str.  829.     Cbapman  y.        (5)  St.  5  G.  2.  c.  30.  k  9,  Kennet 

Gardner,  2  H.  Bl.  279.  Hofiman  ▼.  v.  GreenwoUers,  Peake  N.  P^  C.  3. 
Pitt,  6  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  22.  (1)  SbutUeworth  ▼.  Brayo,  1  Str. 

(4)  Wjatt  V.  Wilkinson,  5  Esp.  607. 


(c)  PhoBmsH  V.  Assignea  of  It^raharrii  6  Johns.  Rep.  427.  It  is 
a  general  rule  of  evidence  that  if  the  effect  of  the  witness's  testi- 
mony, will  be  to  create  or  increase  a  fund  in  which  be  will  be  en- 
titled to  participate,  he  is  incompetent.  5  Johns.  Rep.  258.  /n- 
nis  V.  MiOery  2  Doll.  60.  White  r.  Derby,  1  Mass.  Rep.  239. 
Austin  V.  Bradley,  2  Day  466.  Templets  Executor  v.  Ellett^s  Ex- 
ecutrit,  2  Mun,  452.  And  it  has  been  held  that  a  witness  holding 
an  order  from  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  the  amount  of  which  was 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  sum  which  might  be  recovered  in  the  action^ 
was  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit^  although  the  agent  had  not 
accepted  the  order,  and  the  plaintiff  was  at  aU  events  responsible 
to  the  witness  for  the  amount.  Peyton  v.  Hatlett,  1  Caines^  Rep. 
364. 
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validity  of  the  commission  depends,  and  to  cause  it  to  be 
effectually  executed  (2)  (a).  But  another  creditor  who  has 
.  not  proved  his  debt  un^der  the  commission,  is  competeht  to 
support  the  commission,  though  not  to  increase  the  es- 
tate (3).  There  is  in  this  case  no  immediate  or  certain 
benefit.  It  may  be  as  advantageous  for  the  creditor  to  be 
allowed  to  sue  his  debtor  as  a  solvent  person,  as  to  receive 
a  dividend  under  the  commission. 

5.  In  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  sheriff,  where  the 
question  was,  whether  goods,  which  had  been  taken  in  ex- 
ecution in  a  suit  against  A.  B.,  belonged  to  him  or  to  the 
Plaintiff,  A.  B.  was  not  allowed  to  be  witness  for  the  de- 
fendant'to  prove  the  goods  his  property,  since  he  would 
have  been  discharged  from  his  debt  in  case  of  a  verdict  for 
the  defendaih  (4)  (h). 

6.  In  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the  plaintiff  had 
made  out  a  ]^ima  facie  case  against  the  defendant  as  tenant 
in  possession,  the  Court  of  Common  Pl^as  held  that  a  wit- 
ness called  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was  not  competent 
to  pro^e  himself  the  real  tenant  (^),  and  that  the  defendant 
was  only  his  bailiff;  for  the  verdict  would  haVe  the  effect 
of  turning  him  out  immediately  ;  it  was  thei;;efore  an  imme- 
diate interest,  and  outweighed  the  remoter  effect  of  his 
subjecting  himself  by  his  testimony  to  ai)  action  of  eject- 
ment and  trespass  for  mesne  profits  (5). 

If  there  is  a  direct  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  it 
will  make  the  witness  incompetent,  however  small  and*in- 

fS)  Greeny.  Jones,  2  Camp. 411.        (5)  Doe  d.    Jooes  v.  Wi)de,  6 

(3)  WiUiauiB  v.  Stevens,  2  Camp.     Tatmt.  183.  • 
301. 

(4)  Bland  t.  Anslej,  2  New  Rep. 
331. 

.11'  ■  '  ■      '   ■  ■  ■         .  ■  ;■■■■■        n  II  

(a)  Iq  the  case  iq  the  te]j^t  the  amgneti  of  the  bankrupt  nrere 
plaintiffs  ;  but  it  has  been  held,  in  a  real  action  in  which  the  tenant 
derived  bis  title  ynder  a  sale  from  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  that 
the  petitioning  creditor  was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  bts  own 
debt  upon  which  the  commission  of  bankruptcy  was  awardedj. 
Farrington  v.  Farringion,  4  Mass.  Rep.  237, 

(6)  Vide  ante  47  n.  (c)  Vide  ante  48  n. 
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^considerable  the  degree  of  interest  may  be*  Thus,  in  an 
action  of  trespass,  where  the  question  was,  whether  a  cor- 
poration, which  had  enclosed  part  of  a  common,  had  left 
sufficiency  for  the  commoners,  a  freeman  was  considered 
incompetent  to  prove  the  affirmative  (1),  because  the  rent 
must  have  been  neceived  for  the  use  of  the  corporation  \ 
though  it  was  admitted  that  the  amount  of  the  rent  was 
exceedingly  small.  Hence  it  appears  that  a  person  who 
loses  or  gains  the  smallest  sum  by  the  event  of  a  suit,  what- 
ever may  be  his  rank,  fortune,  or  character^  is  as  incom- 
petent to  give  evidence,  as  one  who  may  be  interested  to  the 
amount  of  thousands*  This  is  the  unavoidable  consequence 
of  the  general  rule.  If  interest  is  allowed  to  disqualify  in 
any  case,  it  must  in  all ;  as  it  is  impossible  by  any  scale  to 
measure  the  different  effects  which  it  may  have  on  different 
minds  (a.) 

If  the  witness  has  an  interest  inclining  him  to  each  of 
the  parties,  so  as  upon  the  whole  to  make  him  indifferent, 
he  will  be  competent  to  give  evidence  for  either  party  (&)• 
Thus  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  paid  to  thajuse  of 
the  defendants  who  were  ship-owners.  Lord  Kenyon  ad- 
mitted the  captain  to  prove  that  he  had  received  the  money 

(1)  Burtoii  ▼.  Hinde,  5  T.  R.  174.» 

*  See  R.  ▼.  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of  London,  2  Lev.  231.,  R.  v.  Car- 
penter, 2  Show.  47.,  and  case  of  City  of  London,  1  Ventr.  351.  eotUra,  In 
these  cases  freemen  were  admitted  to  be  witnesses  on  account  of  the  nu- 
nuteness  of  their  interest,  against  the  opinion  of  Jones,  J.  The  law  of  the 
case  in  2  Lev.  (where  the  point  is  precisely  the  same  as  in  the  other  two 
case^)  has  been  doubted  by  Mr.  Justice  Buller  ;  see  Bull.  N.  P.  290. 


(a)  And  the  witness  caDnot  testify  as  to  any  point  arising  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  such  as  the  service  of  notice  on  the  defendant* 
to  produce  certain  papers  at  the  trial.  Buder  v.  Warreny  11 
Johns,  Rep,  67, 

{b)Jfackson  d.  Caldwell  v.  Hallenhacky  t  Johns.  Rep.  394, 
Bailey  ^  Bogert  v.  Ogdens,  3  Johns.  Rep.  420.  M'Leod  v.  Jf^- 
ston,  4  Johns.  Rep.  126.  Baring  v.  Reeder^  1  Hen.  *•  Mun.  164. 
Cushman  v.  Lcker^  2  Mass.  Rep.  106. 
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from  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant's  use ;  for  he  stood  in- 
different between  the  parties,  and,  whichever  way  the  ver- 
dict might  go,  he  was  equally  answerable  (S)  (c)*  So  in 
an  action  of  covenant  for  rent,  wher£  the  point  in  issue  • 

was,  whether  A.  B.,  whose  title  both  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant admitted,  had  demised  the  premises  first  to  the 
'plaintiff  or  to  a  third  person,  A.  B.  was  a  competent  wit-  *  54 

ness  to  prove  that  fact ;  for  the  verdict  could  not  be^iven 
in  evidence  in  any  future  action  eitlier  by  or  against  the 
witness,  being  a  record  between  other  parties  ;  and  it  ap- 
peared to  be  indifferent  to  him,  whether  he  had  the  one  or 
the  other  as  his  tenant  (1)  (a).  So  where  one  partner  drew 
a  bill  in  the  partnership  firm,  and  gave  it  in  payment  to  a 
separate  creditor  in  discharge  of  his  own  debt,  the  Court 
pf  King's  Bench  held  that,  in  an  action  by  such  creditor 
against  t&e  accepjtor,  either  of  the  partners  might  be  called 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  partner,  who 
drew  the  bill,  had  no  authority  to  draw  it  in  the  name  of 
the  firm ;  and  that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  partners  would 
not  vary  the  question  as  to  the  competency  of  the  witness  (2)« 
In  this  case,  the  partner  who  drew  the  bill  Would  have  been 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  his  debt,  if  the 
plaintiff  had  failed  in  the  action,  and  if  the  plaintiff  had 
succeeded,  he  would  have  been  liable  to  the  defendant  the  . 
acceptor ;  and  with  respect  to  the  other  partner,  though 
he  would  have  been  liable  to  the  defendant,  if  the  plaintiff 

(2)  Evans  t.  WUliama,  7  T.  K.  (1)  BeD  v.  Harwood,  3  T.  R.  308. 

,  481.  n.  (c).    UdertoD  r.  Atkkiflon,  7  See  Serie  v.  Serie,  ft  Roll.  Abr.  665., 

T.  R.  480.    Shuttleworth  v.  Ste-  tit.  Trial,  (G,)  cited  Gilb.  £v.  109. 

pheiK,  1  Campb.  407.          .   '  (2)  Ridley  v.  Taylor,  13  East  175. 

(c)  So,  a  master  of  a  vfKSsel)  who  had  drawn  a  bill  on  his  owners 
for  the  necessary  expenditures  of  the  vessel,  is  a  competentwiUMSs 
IB  an  action  by  the  payee  against  the  drawer  4  ^br  be  is  alike  lia* 
ble  to  both  parties.     MiUward  v.  HcUleti^  2  Caines^  Rep,  77. 

(a)  In  an  action  of  trover  by  a  sheriff  who  levied  on  goods  with- 
out notice  of  any  rent  being  in  arrear,  against  the  landlord  who  had 
distrained  the  same  goods,  the  tenant  was  held  to  be  a  competerit 
witness.     Alexander  t.  Mahon,  11  Johns.  Rep.  185. 


w 
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recovered,  he  would  have  had  his  remedy  over  against  his 
joint  partner. 

In.  the  case  of  Ilderton  v.  Atkinson  (3),  where  the  question 
was  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  whether  A.  B«,  who  had  re- 
ceived money  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,,  re* 
ceived  it  in  the  character  of  agent  for  the  plaintiff,  the  Court 
of  King^s  Bench  held  that  A.  B.  might  be  called  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  his  agency,  as  he  was  liable  either  to 
pay  the  money  received  or  to  refund  it  to  thc^  defendant ; 
and  though  it  was  objected,  that  he  had  a  stronger  interest 
to  give  evidence  in  favour  of  the  defendant  than  on  the  side 
of  the  plaintiff,  (since,  if  he  had  received  the  money  under 
a  misrepresentation  of  his  own  character,  the  defendant 
might  recover  from  him  the  costs  of  the  action  then  depend- 
*  65  *iDg  as  well  as  the  money,)  the  Court  held  that  the^  possi- 

bility of  such  a  remote  interest  did  not  make  the  witness 
incompetent.  Upon  the  authority  of  this  case,  the  case  of 
Birt  V.  Kirshaw  (1)  was  decided ;  there  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  were  of  opinion,  that  the  indorser  of  a  note,  who 
had  received  money  from  the  drawer  to  take  it  up,  was  a 
competent  witness  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the 
drawer  to  prove  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  he  had 
satisfied  the  note  3  since  he  would  be  liable  on  the  note  to 
the  plaintiff,  if  the  defendant  succeeded,  or  to  the  defendant 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  if  the  plaintiff 
succeeded ;  and  the  Court  held,  that  the  witness  was  not 
rendered  incompetent  by  the  circumstance  of  his  being  also 
liable  to  the  defendant,  in  the  latter  case,  for  the  costs  of  ^ 
this  action  in  consequence  of  his  non-payment«  But  in  the 
recent  case  of  Jones  v.  Brooke  (2),  which  was  an  action 
against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  accepted  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  drawer,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that 
the  drawer  was»M>t  a  competent  witness  for  th&  defendant 
to  prove,  that  the  holder  received  the  bill  on  an  usurious 
consideration ;  on  the  ground,  that  he  was  bound  to  indem- 
nify the  acceptor  against  the  consequences  of  an  acceptance 

(3)  7  T.  R.  480,  (t)  4  Taunt  464. 

O)  2  East  458. 
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made  for  his  accommodation,  and  would  therefore  be  lia- 
ble to  the  acceptor  not  only  for  the  principal  sum  but  also 
for  all  the  damages  which  he  might  sustain  in  being  sued 
upon  the  bill  in  this  action.  The  liability  to  the  costs  of 
the  action,  as  appears  from  several  cases  before  mentioned, 
is  a  substantial  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness } 
and  however  inditferent  he  may  be  in  other  respects  to- 
wards either  party^  yet  if  he  has  incurred  such  a  liability, 
he  has  an  immediate  and  direct  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
suit.  In  the  case  of  Buckland  v.  Tankard  (3),  the  Court 
held  that  a  witness,  who  might  have  a  remedy  by  action 
whether  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  had  a  verdict,  was  ne- 
vertheless interested,  because  under  the  particular  circum- 
stances he  would  have  a  greater  difficulty  in  the  one  case 
than  in  the  other  (a)  to  ^enforce  that  remedy.  However  ftiis  *  56 

appears  to  be  the  only  case  which  has  been  decided  on 
such  a  ground ;  and  from  the  leading  cases  on  this  subject, 
which  rest  on  the  broad  ground  of  interest,  such- a  circum- 
stance may  now  more  properly  be  considered  as  having  a 

(3)  T.  R.  679- 

< 

(a)  In  an  action  of  ejectment  in  which  the  defendant  claimed 
under  one  Barber^  J  ants  was  offered  as  a  witness :  it  appeared 
that  Jones  held  a  promissory  note  given  by  the  defendant  to  Bar- 
ber, to  secure  a  part  of  the  purchase  mooey  of  ^be  land,  which 
note  had  been  assigned  by  Barber  to  Jones,  and  which  the  de- 
fendant had  paid  under  an  agreement,  that  in  case  the  plaintiff 
should  recover  in  the  present  action,  Jones  should  refund  the  mo« 
ney  and  resort  to  Barber,  who  was  a  man  of  property,  for  pay- 
ment :  the  witness  was  held  incompetent,  on  the  ground  that  if 
judgment  ^ould  be  rendered  ^against  the  defendant,  the  witness 
would  be  obliged  immediately  to  refund  the  money,  while  his  de- 
mand for  a  similar  amount  against  Barber,  might  long  be  postponed^ 
be  sought  after  with  great  expense^  and  eventually  fail,  through 
Barber's  insolvency  :  the  obligation  to  refund,  in  the  event  of  a 
judgment  against  the  defendant,  would  be  certain ;  but  the  reim-^ 
bursement  by  Barber,  at  best,  would  be  contim^eiU.  Owen  v.  Mannf 
2  Day  399. 


Y'/'  ^ 
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strong  influence  on  the  witness^  but  not  as  forming  any 
solid  objection  to  his  competency. 

The  objection  to  a  witness  on  account  of  his  being  in- 
terested is  an  objection  on  the  voire  dire,  and  excludes 
him  from  giving  any  kind  of  evidence  for  the  party  who 
calls  him.  If  the  objection  prevails,  he  cannot  be  examined 
ajt  all  (a).  The  meaning  of  the  rule,  which  declares  that 
an  interested  person  shall  not  be  witness  in  courts  of  jus- 
tice, must  be  that  he  cannot  be  heard  at  all^  as  a  witness  on 
the  side  to  which  his  interest  inclines  him  (().  Chief  Ba- 
ron Gilbert  lays  it  down,  that  he  is  totally  excluded  from 
all  attestation,  from  his  supposed  want  of  integrity.  Thus 
,  on  an  indictment  against  a  township  for  not  repairing  a 
highway,  a  parishioner  seems  not  to  be  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  prosecution,  even  to  prove  the  road  to  be  a 
common  highway ;  though  it  may  be  said,  that  to  such  an 
extent  he  charges  himself,  and  his  testimony  is  against  his 
own  interest.  The  .answer  to  this  is,  that  on  the  trial  of 
this  indictment  his  evidence  has  not  that  tendency;  for 
without  the  proof  of  that  fact  the  indictment  cannot  be 


(a)  A  witness  is  competent  when  called  oo  to  testify,  by  a 
party  against  whom  he  is  interested ;  or,  in  other  words,  a  wit* 
ness  is  competent  when  swearing  against  his  own  interest,  €uUe  34. 
Birt  v.  Woody  1  Esp,  20.  Jackson  d.  Youngs  and  others  v.  Vrt* 
denbwrghy  1  Johns,  Rep.  159.  Munayr,  Wilson^  1  Binney  531. 
Wdls  V.  Tucker y  SBinney  366.  Braxton's  Admx.r.  Hilyard,  % 
Mun.  49.  And  whefe  a  wifness  is  produced  by  the  party  against 
whom  he  is  interested,  the  other  party  may  cross-eicamiDe  bim  as 
to  all  matttrs  pertinent  to  the  issue  on  trial.  Webster  v.  Lee,  5 
Mass.  Rep.  334. 

(b)  See  an  application  of  this  rule,  ante  53,  n.  (a).  But  a  wit- 
ness competent  to  lanswer  any  questions  ought  not  to  be  rejected 
generally.  3  Terin  Rep.  35,  36  ;  thus,  if  a  suit  be  brought  for 
distinct  matters  of  account  or  causes  of  action,  the  witness  may  tes- 
tify as  to  those  in  which  he  is  not  interested.  Smi^ando^rs  v. 
Carrington  and  o&iersy  4  Cranch  62.  A  contrary  doctrine,  how- 
ever, has  been  expressly  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
state  o£Nei^-York.    Gage  v.  Stewart,  4  Johns.  Rep.  293. 
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sustained,  and  the  witness  by  giving  such  evidence  is  sup- 
porting a  prosecution,  which,  if  it  succeed,  would  have  the 
effect  of  discharging  him^and  the  rest  of  the  parishioners.  ^ 

So  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  a  witness,  who  admits,  that 
he  is  to  have  a  lease  of  the  premises,  in  case  the  defendant 
is  turned  out  of  possession  by  the  ejectment,  is  as  incom- 
petent to  prove  the  defendant  in  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises, as  to  prove  any  other  material  fact  necjessary  for  th^ 
support  of  the  action  (c). 


Of  the  Rule  an  the  Subject  of  Interest^  considered  mth  re- 
ference to  the  Parties  in  the  Suit* 

m 

I  • 

A  PARTY  to  the  suit  on  record  cannot  be  witness  at  the 
trial  for  himself  or  for  a  joint-suitor  against  the  adverse 
party  (1),  on  account  of  the  immediate  and  direct  interest 
which  he  has  in  the  evenly  either  from  having  a  certain 
benefit  or  loss,  or  from  being  liable  to  costs  («)•  The  party, 

(1)  1  Vera.  230.  1  P.  Wms.  596.    GUb.  Ev.  116. 

-   • 

(c)  Vide  ante  48. 

(a)  1  Day  106.  Hoiwell  ▼.  Bumng,  10  Johns.  Rep,  128^ 
Sharp  V.  Thatcher,  2  DaU,  11.  So,  it  has  been  held,  that  one  joint 
appellee  cannot  be  received  as  a  witness  for  his  eo-appeilees,  eithef 
upon  his  releasing  to  them  his  interest  in  the  subject  in  controver- 
sy, or  upon  his  or  Iheir  depositing  with  the  clerk  a  sum  of  money 
sufficient  to  cover  the  eosts.  CogbiU  y*  CogbiU  and  others^  2  Hen* 
andMun*  467.  Parties,  however,  have  been  permitted  to  testify,  in 
some  of  the  states,  to  facts  which  were  necessary  to  be  shown,  in  order 
to  authorize  the  admission  of  secondary  or  inferior  evidence :  as  to 
prove  the  death  of  a  subscribing  witness^  in  order  to  let  in  evidence 
of  the  handwriting.  Dovglass'^s  Lessee  v.  Sandersonj  2  DaU.  1 16.  Of 
that  be  could  not  be  found  on  inquiry.  Chase  and  others  v.  Lincolnf 
3  Mass.  Rep.  236.  So,  to  prove  the  loss  or  destruction  of  a  deed^ 
previous  to  giving  a  copy  in  evidence.  Blanton  v.  Mtllery  1 
Hayw.  4.  Seekright  d.  Wright  and  wife  v.  Bogan,  Id,  1 78.  n.  Park  v* 
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therefore,  in  whose  flame  an  action  is  brought,  cannot  be 
a  witness,  though  he  be  merely  trustee  for  some  other  per- 
son (2)  (b) }  as  a  prochein  amy  (c)  suing  for  an  infant  (3)- 
Persons  appointed  governors  and  directors  of  the  poor  of 
a  parish  under  an  act  of  parliament,  which  authorizes 
(theni  to  assess  rates  on  the  inhabitants,  but  in  case  of  ap- 
peal makes  them  liable  to  costs,  to  be  indemnified  out  of 
the  parochial  fund,  are  not  competent  witnesses  on  the 
trial  of  such  appeal^  as  they  arc  liable  to  costs  individually 
in  the  &rst  instance  (4)*  But  there  is  no  objection,  it  is 
said,  te  the  competency  of  persons,  who  are  party  to  a  suit 

(2)  Bauermairy.  Radenias,  7  T.  field,  1  Str.  548.    Hopkins  ▼.  Neal^ 
R.  668.  2  Str.  1025.     Gilb.  £v.  107. 

(3)  Clutterback  v.  Lord  Haotiiig-  (4)  R.  ▼•  8t.  Marf  Ma^akm, 
tower,  1  Str.  505.    James  ▼.  Hat-  Bermondsey,  3  East  7. 

Cocheran  and  others,  Id,  410.  2  Hayso^  351.  But  it  has  been  de- 
cided iir  Connecticut  that  the  loss  or  destruction  of  a  deed  was  not 
a  preliminary  question,  but  a  material  and  traversable  fact,  to 
which  a  party  was  incompetent  to  testify.  Coleman  v.  WoleoU,  4 
Day  388.    Vide  antr  46.  53.  n. 

(6)  2  i>tty  4Q4.  2  Hen.  and  Mun.  483.  Beard^s  Exr.  r. 
Cownuin^s  Exr.  3  Harris  and  M^Henry  152.  But  it  lutsbeeir 
lield  in  Peimsylvania,  that  a  nominal  party  was-  a  competent  wit- 
ness at  law,  on  the  ground  that  there  being  no  court  of  equity  in. 
that  state,  the  assignee  or  cestuy  que  trust  is  compelled  to  bring  his 
action  in  the  name  of  the  assignor  or  trustee,  and  cannot  file  a  bill  in 
his  own  name ;  and  as  regards  costs,  they  constantly  look  to  the  per- 
son beneficially  interested.  Steele  v.  Phosnix  Insurance  Compatvy^  3 
Biwney  306.  M^Clenachan  v.  ScoUy  2  Dall.  172.  n.  M^Ewenv. 
Gibbs^  4  Dall.  137.  Drum  v.  Lessee  of  Simpson^  6  Birmey  478. 
In  South  Carolina,  it  seems  that  a  nominal  plaintiff  is  a  competent 
witness.     Canty  ▼.  Stmter,  2  Bay  93. 

(c)  So,  an  executor,  either  plaintiff  or  defendant,  is  incompetent. 
Fansant  ▼.  Boileau  and  another,  1  Binney  444.  Heckert  v.  Haine^ 
6  Binney  16.  But  an  administrator  dura  ante  minote  etate  is  a 
competent  witness  in  an  action  against  the  executor,  either  at  law 
or  in  equity;  for  such  administrator  cannot  sue,  nor  can  he  be  call- 
ed to  an  account  by  any  but  the  executor.  Fotherby  v.  Patey  3 
Atk.  604. 
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in  a  corporate  capacity,  and  consequently  not  individually 
liable  to  costs,  and  who  are  free  from  ail  intei'est  in  the 
question  (d).  Thus,  in  an  action  against  ihe  governors  of 
the  Foundling  Hospital  for  the  amount  of  work  done  by 
the  plaintiff.  Lord  Kenyon  admitted  several  of  the  gover- 
nors to  prove  the  badness  and  insufficiency  of  the  work  (5)« 
An  exception  to  the  general  rule  is  stated  by  RoUe,  C. 
J.,  in  the  case  of  an  action  against  a  hundred  on  the  statute 
of 'Winton(6),  where  the  plaintiff  (the  party  robbed)  may 
*prove  the  robbery  and  the  amount  of  his  loss,  "  from  ne-  *  ^^ 

cessity,  on  default  of  other  proof  (1)."    And  in  the  case 
of  Bennet  v.  Hundred  of  Hertford  (5),  which  was  an  action 

(6)  Weller  v.  The  Governors  of  <1)  2  RoU.  Ab.  686.    BuU.  N.  P. 

FoDDdl.  Hosp.    Peake^s  N.  P.  C.  280. 

153.     And  Bee  Barrett  y.  Gore  and  (2)  2  Roll.  Ab.  686.  Vin.  Ab.  Ev. 

another,  3  Atk.  401.  (I),  pi.  34. 

(6)  St.  13  Ed.  I.e.  1. 

(d)  Gilpin  V.  Vtncenty  9  Johns.  Rep.  220.  ante  42.  ».  So, 
the  trustees  of  a  pious  charitable  society  are  competent  witnesses 
in  support  of  a  will  under  which  they  take  as  legatees  or  devisees 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  institution.  JSTason  v.  Thatcher  and 
ifAers,  7  Mass,  Rep.  398.  ComweU  ▼.  Iduuny  1  Day  35.  In  En- 
gland there  seems  to  be  no  general  rale  adopted,  when  members 
«f  corporations  shall  be  admitted,  or  refused  to  be  witnesses,  in  ac* 
tions  for  or  against  the  corporations  ;  but  every  case  stands  upon 
its  own  circumstances  ;  th^t  is,  whether  the  interest  be  so  valuable 
as  it  can  be  presumed  it  may  occasion  partiality  in  them  or  not. 
STmffs  Ev.  67. 

But  in  Connecticut  this  general  rule  has  been  adopted,  that  in  all 
cases  where  the  corporations  which  are  of  a  public  nature  and  com- 
prehend the  divisions  of  the  state,  such  as  counties,  towns,  societies, 
and  school-districts,  are  parties  on  record,  or  interested  in  the  suit, 
ibe  members  of  the  corporations  are  competent  witnesses :  for  they 
are  not  considered  as  having  a  personal  but  a  corporate  interest, 
-which  ought  to  g«  to  the  credit,  and  not  to  the  competency;  and 
there  are  many  instances  wherie,  if  they  were  excluded,  no  testi- 
mony could  be  obtained  :  but  with  regard  to  other  corporations  of 
a  private  nature,  instituted  for  special  purposes,  as  banks  and  turn- 
pike companies,  their  interest  is  so  direct,  and  there  being  no  ne- 
cessity that  they  should  be  witnesses,  they  have  not  been  allowed 
to  testify.    Ibid.    Vide  ante  HS  n. 
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on  the  same  statute,  brought  by  a  carrier  for  a  robbery 
committed  in  his  absence  on  his  servant,  the  Court  ruled 
againstkthe  opinion  of  Rolle,  C.  J«,  that  the  plaintiff  might 
prove  the  amount  of  the  money  which  he  had  delivered  to 
his  servant.  The  15th  section  of  the  statute  8  G.  2.  c«  16. 
recites,  that  in  an  action  against  the  hundred,  the  person 
robbed  may  prove  the  robbery  and  the  property  of  which 
he  was  robbed.  But  though  the  plaintiflf  may  prove  the 
fact  of  the  robbery,  yet  with  respect  to  matters,  which  may 
be  proved  by  other  evidence,  he  is  not  a  competent  wit- 
ness. Thus  he  cannot  give  evidence  to  prove,  that  the 
place  where  he  was  robbed,  is  within  the  hundred  against 
which  he  has  brought  the  action  (3).  And  though  the  par- 
ty robbed,  who  brought  the  action,  has  been  allowed  to  be 
a  witness  even  in  his  own  cause,  yet  none  of  the  inhabit- 
gints  of  the  hundred  were  formerly  received  on  behalf  of 
the  hundred,  however  inconsiderable  their  interest;  might 
be  (4).  But  now  they  are  competent  witnesses  by  the 
statute  8  G.  2.  c.  16.  s.  15  (a). 

.  One  other  exception  appears  to  be'  made  in  the  case  of 
an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  where  it  seems  to 
have  been  understood,  that  the  evidence,  which  the  de- 
fendant himself  gave  on  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  may 
under  certain  circumstances  be  received  in  his  favour  on 

(3)  Per  Page,  J.  Rq).  temp.  Hard.  (4)  Per  Cur,  in  R.  v.  Carpenter, 
83.  2  Show.  47. 


(a)  In  CoDnecticut  the  oaths  of  the  parties  are  admitted,  by  sta- 
tute, in  actions  of  boo|c-debt,  and  in  a  nunaber  of  other  cases,  which 
see  enumerated  in  Smji^  Ev.  81 — 91.  So,  in  an  action  of  book- 
debt,  brought  by  the  wife  as  administratrix  of  her  husband,  she  is  a 
competent  witness.  Stanton  v.  Bird^s  ExeaUon^  3  Day  37.  And 
in  South  Carolina,  where  usury  is  set  up  as  a  defence,  the  defend- 
ant is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  usury,  unless  the  plaintiff 
will  deny  on  oath  the  troth  of  what 'the  defendant  offers  to  swear 
against  him.  Luyten  v.  Haygood,  2  Bay  177.  In  Massachusetts 
usury  may  be  proved  by  the  oath  of  the  defendant,  the  suit  being 
between  the  original  debtor  and  creditor.  Binney  v.  Merdumty  6 
JUasi,  Rep.  190. 
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» 

th^  trial  of  the  action.     In  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Brown-  ^ 

ing  (5),  Lord  Holt,  C  J.  admitted  in  evidence  the  oath 
of  the  defendant's  wife,  (who  was  the  only  person  present 
at  the  time  of  the  supposed  felony,  and  who,  as  the  report 
says,  could  not  herself  be  a  witness,)  to  prove  the  felony 
^committed ;  ''  for  otherwise,  it  is  said,  one  that  should  be  *  59 

robbed  would  be  under  an  intolerable  mischief;  if  he  pro- 
secuted for  such  robbery  and  the  party  should  be  acquitted, 
the  prosecutor  would  be  liable  to  an  action  for  a  malicious 
prosecution  without  the  possibility  of  making  a  good  de- 
fence, though  the  cause  of  prosecution  were  ever  so  preg- 
nant/' And  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  treating  of  this  action, 
says  (1),  "  as  it  may  come  to  be  left  to  a  jury,  it  is  advis- 
able for  the  defendant  to  give  proof  of  a  probable  cause,  if 
he  be  capable  of  doing  it ;  and  for  this  purpose  proof  of 
the  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  on  the  indictment  is 
good." 

In  the  case  of  the  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of  London  (2), 
and  that  of  the  city  of  London  concerning  water-bailage  (3), 
the  point  in  issue  was,  whether  the  corporation  was  entided 
to  certain  tolls ;  in  the  first  case  it  was  ruled  by  the  whole 
Court,  and  by  three  judges  in  the  last,  that  freemen,  (mem- 
bers of  the  corporation,)  might  be  witnesses  in  support  of 
the  claim,  because  the  tolls  would  be  received  for  the  be- 
nefit  of  the  whole  corporate  body,  and  the  interest  of  any 
individual  must,  therefore,  be  inconsiderable.  But  Mr. 
Justice  Buller  has  doubted  the  law  of  the  former  case  (4), 
and  its  authority  is  still  further  shaken  by  the  case  of  Bur- 
ton V.  Hinde(5),  before  mentioned. 

Freemen  are  sometimes  admitted  as  witnesses  from  ne 
cessity,  when  they  would  otherwise  be  objectionable.     A 
case  of  this  kind  is  mentioned  by  Mr.  Justice  Buller  (6). 
^'  The  question  being,  whether  the  defendants  had  a  right 
to  be  freemen,  an  alderman  was  permitted  to  prove  that 

(5)  6  Mod.  Rep.  216.  (4)  BuD.  N.  P.  290. 

(1)  Bull.  N.  P.  14.,  citing  Cobb.  (5)  5  T.  R.  174.  See  ante,  p.  62. 
▼.  Car.  1746.  .  0  R.  v.  Pbipps  &  Archer|  Bull. 

(2)  2  Lev.  231.  N,  P.  289*  and  aee  ante  p.  40. 

(3)  1  Veotr.  351. 
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they  were  not  freemen,  because  none  but  aldermen  were 
privy  to  the  transactions  of  the  corporation  in  making  per- 
*  6^  *sons  free ;  although  it  appeared  that  there  were  commons 

belonging  to  the  freemen.^' 

In  courts  of  equity,  if  a  bill  is  filed  for  discovery  only , 
and  an  issue  is  directed,  the  plaintiff  goes  to  law,  giving  the 
defendant  the  benefit  of  his  answer  (1),  And  it  seems  at 
one  time  to  have  been  the  practice  to  direct  an  issue,  where 
a  bill  was  filed  for  reliefs  and  the  defendant's  answer  po- 
sitively  denied  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  which  was  sup- 
ported  only  by  a  single  witness ;  and  in  such  cases  the 
defendant's  answer  was  directed  to  be  read  at  the  trial  (2). 
But  an  issue  would  not  now  be  directed,  where  there  is 
merely  oath  against  oath,  for  the  rule  in  equity  is,  that  if 
the  answer  contains  a  positive  denial  of  the  case  stated  in 
the  bill,  and  it  is  contradicted  only  by  a  single  witness, 
there  cannot  be  a  decree  against  the  defendant  (3) ;  it 
should  seem,  therefore,  that  in  such  a  case  the  answer  of 
the  defendant  cannot  be  directed  to  be  read  at  law.  And 
the  Court  has  refused  to  make  an  order  to  that  effect,  where 
the  plaintifi'^s  witness  was  supported  by  concurring  cir- 
cumstances (4). 

As  a  party  to  the  suit  is  not  suffered  to  be  witness  in 
support  of  his  own  interest,  so  he  is  never  compelled  in 
courts  of  law  to  give  evidence  for  the  opposite  party  against 
himself.  Thus,  in  a  question  of  settlement  between  two 
parishes,  the  rated  inhabitants  of  either  parish,  being  in 
reality  the  parties  to  the  proceeding,  cannot  be  compelled 
by  the  adverse  party  to  .answer  against  their  own  inter- 
est (5)  ;  and  their  declarations  are  evidence  against  them- 
selves (6).  But  where  one  of  several  co-plaintiffs  comes 
forward  voluntarily  to  disprove  the  defendant's  liability  to 
the  demand  made  upon  him,  he  may  be  admitted  with  the 

(t)  See  9  Yes.  282.  Feon  dem.  Pewtrias  and  another  v. 

(2)  IbbotBon  v.  Rodes,  2  Vera.    Granger,  3  Campb.  N.  P.  C.  17^. 
654.    3  AUc.  408.  Gilb.  Ev.  137.  (6)  R.  v.  Hardwick,  11  East  S79. 

(3)  See  infra,  Ch.  VII.  Sect.  1.       R.  v.  Whitley  Lower,  1  Mank  fe 
h)  Only  V.  Walker,  3  AUc.  407-    Sel.  636. 
[5)  R.  v.  Wobiun,  10  East  403. 
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consent  of  the  ^adverse  party,  though  at  the  same  time  he 
defeats  the  claim  >of  those  who  jointly  sue  with  him  (1). 
For,  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  make  a  declaration  against  his 
interest  out  of  court,  evidence  of  that  declaration  would 
be  admissible ;  and  how  is  the  proof  less  credible,  if,  with 
the  consent  of  the  defendant,  who  waives  all  objection  to 
his  testimony,  he  declares  the  same  thing  upon  oath  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  ? 

A  defendant  cannot  regularly  be  a  witness  for  his  co* 
defendaqts :  but,  if  no  evidence  has  been  produced  against 
hira,  he  is  entitled  to  his  discharge,  as  soon  as  the  opposite 
party  has  closed  his  case  (a),  and  may  then  give  evidence 
for  the  others  (2.)  If  this  were  not  allowed,  great  injustice 
might  be  done  by  including  witnesses  in  the  process,  for 
the  purpc^se  of  supporting  a  false  charge.  But  if  there  is 
any,  even  the  slightest  evidence  against  him,  he  cannot  be 
discharged  before  the  rest,  and  the  case  must  go  altogethef 
to  the  jury  (3).  iSo,  in  trespass  against  a  person,  ^'  for  that 
iie,  together  with  A.  B.,  &c.'^  committed  the  wrong  com-: 
plained  of,  if  it  appears  that  A.  JB*  was  concerned  in  the 
trespass,  and  that  process  was  sued  out  against  him,  and 
an  endeavour  made  to  arrest  him,  or  that  the  process  wa» 
lost,  he  cannot  be  admitted  a  witness  for  the  defendant  (4); 
but  if  nothing  is  proved  against  A.  B«  then  he  ought  to  be 
admitted  (5).  The  following  case  is  put  by  Ch.  Baron 
Gilbert :  "  Trespass  against  A*  and  B.  for  two  horses —  , 
evidence  against  A.  as  to  one — «tnd  the  question  is,  if  he 
may  be  a  witness  for  B.  in  relation  to  the  other  -,  and  it 

• 

(1)  Norden  and  another,  v.  Wil-  117.     Raven  and  anoUier  t.  Dun-^ 

liamson,  1  Taunt.  37S.  ning  and  another,  3  Esp.  N.  P.  Gk 

'    (2)  Case  of  Dymoke  and  others,  25. 

SaT.  34.  pi.  81.     R^  v.  Bedder  and        (4)  Reazon  t.  Ewbank,  Bull.  N. 

others,  1  Sid.  237.    Hawk.  b.  2.  c.  P^   280.    Hill   v.    Fleming,   Rep. 

46.  8.  98.     GUb.  £r.  IH.  Bull.  N.  temp.  Hard.  284.    Lloyd  v.  Wil- 

P.  285.    Case  of  the  Mutineers  of  liama,  lb.  123. 
the  Bounty,  cited  1  East  312.  (5)  Page  v.  Crook,  Styl.  401.    1 

(3)  BuU.  N.  P.  285.     Gilb.  ^v.  Atk.  452^ 

(a)  WaJuly  v.  Hart  and  oihers,  6  Binney  316.     Piddock  r. 
Brown  et  at.  3  P.  Wms.  288.     State  v.  Shaw,  1  Root  134. 
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seems,  that  if  it  were  the  same  fact,  and  the  trespass  com- 
mitted at  the  same  time  and  place,  he  may  not  be  a  wit- 
ness, because  he  swears  to  discharge  himself;  but  if  it 
were  not  the  same  fact,  but  two  distinct  trespasses  at  dif^ 
*  63  ferent  times  and  ^places,  arbitrarily  joined  in  the  same 

declaration,  then  they  may  be  witnesses  one  for  the  other, 
because  the  oath  of  one  of  them  has  no  influence  on  the  fact 
laid  to  his  charge,  but  merely  goes  in  discharge  of  the 
other  (1)." 

In  a  ca;e  whefe  one  of  the  defendants  on  an  indictment 
for  an  assault  submitted  and  was  fined,  and  paid  the  fine, 
Pratt,  C.  J.  allowed  him  to  be  witness  for  another  defend- 
ant, considering  the  trial  as  at  an  end  with  respect  to  him(3). 
But  on  a  joint  indictment  against  several  for  a  misdemeanor) 
a  defendant  who  sufiers  judgment  by  default,  cannot  be  a 
witness  either  for  the  others  (3)  or  against  them  (4)  (a). 
And  in  an  action  on  a  joint  contract  against  two  defendants 
where  one.  let  judgment  go  by  default,  Lord  Kenyon  refused 
to  admit  him  as  witness  for  the  other  defendant  to  negative 

(1)  Gflb.Ev.  118.  (4)  Bull.  N.  P.  285.    Chapman 

m  R.  V.  Fletcher,  1  Sir.  633.  v.  Graves,  2  Campb.  N.  P.  C.  333.  n. 
(3)  R.  V.  Lafone  and  others,  5 
Esp.JN.  P.O.  155. 

(a)  So,  where  a  co-defendant  in  a  criminal  prosecution  was  tried 
separately,  another  defendant  was  held  incompetent,  on  the  ground 
of  his  being  a  party  to  the  record.  The  People  v.  Billy  10  Johns. 
Rep,  96.  and  where  one  of  the  defendants  in  an  action  on  a  joint 
contract  has  obtained  his  discharge  under  the  bankrupt  law,  he  is 
an  incompetent  witness  for  the  other.  Ravenetalt  v.  Dunning  and 
CkUton,  S^Esp,  25.  But  where  process  was  issued  against  three 
joint  trespassers,  two  of  whom  were  taken  and  the  other  retumef 
not  found,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  who  had  not  been  arrest- 
ed was  a  competent  witness  for  the  other  tvro  defendants  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause.  Siockham  v.  Jones  and  others,  10  Johns.  Rep. 
21.  So,  if  the  plaintiff  go  to  trial  against  some  of  the  defendants, 
without  taking  any  steps  to  compel  the  others  to  plead,  they  are 
competent  witnesses  for  their  co-defendants.  Wakely  v.  Hart  and 
,      others,  6  Binney  316.    . 
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the  contract;  for,  if  negatived  as  to  one^^it  fails  as* to  the 
oth^r,  and  the  plaintiff  could  not  make  use  of  the  judgment 
by  default  against  him  (5) ;  nor  is  he  a  competent  witness 
for  the  plaintiff^  for,  if  the  plaintiff  succeeds,  he  will  be 
entitled  to  a  contribution  from  the  co-defendant,  and*  if  the 
plaintiff  fails^  he  himself  will  be  liable  to  the  whole  of  the 
demand  (6).  It  has  been  held  at  nisi  prius,  that  a  defend* 
ant  in  an  action  of  trover,  who  suffers  judgment  by  default, 
may  be  witness  for  the  co-defendants,  as  he  is  not  liable 
to  the  costs  of  the  issue  tried  against  the  other,  and  is  not 
himself  released  whatever  may  be  the  event  of  that  is- 
sue (7)  (i).  If  a  material  witness  for  a  defendant  in  eject- 
ment is  made  a  co-defendant,  his  proper  course  is  to  let 
judgment  go  by  default ;  but  if  he  plead,  the  Court  will  not 
afterwai'ds,  upon  motion,  strike  out  his  name  (8)«  "  But 
in  such  case,^^  says  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  ^'  if  he  consent  to 
let  a  verdict  be  given  against  him  for  so  much  as  he  is 
proved  td  be  in  possession  *of,  I  see  no  reason  why  hef  *  05 

should  not  be  a  witness  for  another  defendant  (1)." 

Though  a  plain yiT cannot  ordinarily  examine  a  defendant 
as  a  witness  in  actions  at  common  law,  though  nothing  be 
proved  against  him,  (because  he  is  considered  as  having 
waived  his  testimony  by  making  him  a  defendant,)  yet  the 
'  rule  is  much  less  strict  in  courts  of  equity,  whei'e  defend- 
slnts,  who  are  made  parties  to  a  suit  without  having  any 
interest  (a),   are  allowed  to  be  examined  either  for  the 

(6)  Brown  y.  Fox,  Exr.    Sum.    2  Esp^  N.  P.  C<  553.  See  2  Campb. 
Asa.  1789,  MS.  N.  P.  C.  334. 

(6)  Brown  v.  Brown  and  another,  .      (8)  Dormer  v.  Fortescue,  BuU^ 
4  Taunt.  75S.  N<  P.  385. 

(7)  Wara  t.  Haydon  and  another,    >  '  (1)  BnU.  N.  P.  386. 


(6)  Sed  qusfe,  for  the  jury  may  assess  joint  damages  against 
all  the  defendants^  Per  Tilghman,  Cb.  J.  6  Binney  319.  Bott- 
wick  V.  Lci&isy  1  Day  33. 

(a)  So,  the  guardian  of  an  infant  plaintiff,  in  chancery,  may  be 
examined  for  him,  saving  all  just  exceptions,  (to  be  made  at  the 
bearing.)     Trustees  of  Huntington  v.  Nicoll^  3  Joknt.  Rip.  566L. 

M 
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plaintiff,  or  for  their  co-defendants  (2).  Where  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiff  is  by  mistake  made  a  defendant,  the  court 
will  on  motion  suffer  his  name  to  be  struck  out  of  the  re- 
cord even  after  issue  joined,  and  then  he  may  be  examin- 
ed (3) ;  or,  in  the  case  of  an  information,  the  attorney- 
general  may  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, and 'so  make  him  a  witness  (4). 

Sect.  III. 

Of  the  Rule  en  the  Subject  of  Interest^  considered  zoith  re- 
ference  to  the  tiusband  or  Wife  of  the  Party. 

As  a  party  on  record  is  not  a  competent  witness,  so 
neither  is  the  husband  or  wife  of  the  party  competent  to 

(2)  Barrett  t»  Gore  and  another,        (3)  1  Sid.  44t.  BuU.  N.  P.  285. 
3  Atk.  401.    Ambl.  393.    2  Chan.        (4)  Rep.  Temp.  Hard.  163. 
Cas.  214.    1  Ball  and  Beatty  99. 

A  defendant  having  no  interest  in  the  event  of  a  cause  may  be  ex- 
amined on  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue  awarded  by  the  chancellor. 
Behee  and  osiers  v.  The  Bank  of  New-York^  1  Johns,  Rep.  556» 
576, 677.  But  a  party  in  interest  cannot  be  made!  a  witness  by  being 
omitted  in  the  bill ;  thus,  where  a  bill  is  filed  by  one  partner 
against  another,  a  third  partner  who  is  not  made  a  party,  cannot  be, 
a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  for  in  a  suit  for  settling  the  concerns  of 
a  partnership,  every  partner  ought  to  be  made  a  party.  Waggoner 
T.  Groyne  AdmmiHratorSf  2  Hen.  and  Mun.  603.  If  the  evidence 
of  a  defendant  be  sought  for  the  purpose  of  charging  himself,  and 
in  contradiction  to  his  interest,  there  is  no  legal  objection  to  his 
competency,  if  he  chooses  to  testify.  In  an  action  against  A.  B.  & 
C.  in  relation  to  a  partnership  transaction,  subsequent  to  which  B. 
&  C.  had  obtained  their  disdiarge  under  an  insolvent  law,  it  was 
held  that  B.  &  C.  were  competent  witnesses  to  charge  A.  for  if  the 
act  of  insolvency  created  a  legal  bar,  they  were  no  longer  parties 
in  interest,  and  no  decree  could  be  had  against  them,  and  if  it 
were  not  a  legal  bar,  they  were  called  to  charge  themselves  in  con* 
nexion  with  A.  and  so  far  from  having  an  interest  to  support  the 
plaintiff's  bill,  their  interest  lay  the  other  way.  Reimsdyck  v. 
Kane  et  al.  Rep.  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Umied  States  for  the 
first  Circuity  631. 
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give  evidence  either  for  or  against  the  party  (5.)  No 
oCher  relation  is  excluded  (6) ;  a  father  may  give  evidence 
for  his  son,  or  the  son  for  his  father,  and  though  the  rela- 
tion between  them  may  influence  his  testimony,  it  will  nbt 
render  him  incompetent.  The  reason  for  excluding  hus- 
band and  wife  from  giving  evidence,  either  for  or  against 
each  other,  is  founded  pardy  on  their  identity  of  interest, 
partly  on  a  ^principle  of  public  policy,  which  deems  it  ne-  *  C* 

cessary  to  guard  Uie  security  and  confidence  of  private 
life,  even  at  the  risk  of  an  occasional  failure  of  justice* 
They  cannot  be  witness  for  each  other,  because  their  in- 
terests are  absolutely  the  same ;  they  are  not  witnesses 
agaimt  each  other,  because  it  is  contrary  to  the  legal  pbli* 
cy  of  marriage.  It  has  been  resolved,  says  Liord  Goke  (1), 
that  a  wife  cannot  be  produced  against  the  husband,  as  it 
might  be  the  means  of  implacable  discord  and  dissention 
between  them,  and  the  means  of  great  inconvenience* 
Thus,  in  an  action  brought  by  a  woman  as  feme  sole,  the 
defendant  cannot  call  the  plaintiff's  husband  to  prove  her 
married,  thereby  to  nonsuit  her  (3).  So,  where  an  actioo 
is  brought  by  or  against  the  husband,  or  by  the  husband 
and  wife  jointly  in  right  of  the  wife,  the  declarations  of  the 
wife  are  not  evidence  against  him  (3).  Therefore,  in  an 
action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  husbahd  for  wages 
earned  by  his  wife,  her  acknowledgment  of  having  been 
paid  by  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  admitted  against  the 
husband  (4).  So,  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  hus- 
band and  wife,  the  wife's  confession  of  a  trespass  com- 
mitted by  her,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to  affect  the 
husband  (5). 

In  an  action  for  criminal  conversation  with  the  plaintiff's 

(6)  Co,  Lit.  6.  b.    Hawk,  b,  2.  (3)  Wimmore  v.  Greenbank,  Wil« 

c.  46.  8.  70.     Gilb.  Et.  119.    Bull,  lea,  577.    Alban  and  others  v.  Prit- 

N.  IP.  S86.  chett,  6  T.  R.  680.    Baker  t.  Mor* 

(6)  1  Hi4ie  P.  C.  903.    2  Hale  lev,  BuU.  N.  P.  28. 

P.  C.  276.    Hawk.   b.  2.  c.  46..  s.  (4)  Hall  v.  Hill,  2  Sir.  1094. 

76.     Bull.  N.  P.  287.     1  Wils.  332.  (5)  Per  Cur.  in  Denn  v.  Whitt 

m  Co.  Lit  6.  b.  an4  another,  7  T.  R.  |||, 

(t)  Bentley  y.  Cook,  cited  in  R. 
T,  CfiTiger,  2  T,  R.  2«5, 269. 
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wife,  the  wife^s  letters  to  the'  defendant  are  not  evidence  for 
the  defendant  against  the  husband,  nor  is  her  confession 
evidence  for  the  husband  against  the  defendant  (a),  bnt 
conversations  between  her  and  the  defendant  are  evidence 
against  him  (6),  Evidence  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
husband  and  wife  used  to  live  together,  before  her  con-t 
N  pexion  with  the  defendant,  is  clearly  admissible,  *for 
the  purpose  either  of  increasing  or  lowering  the  damages ; 
and  in  a  case  where  they  necessarily  lived  apart,  being 
"^6^  servants  in  different  ^families  (1),  Lord  Kenyon  held  that 

the  letters  of  the  wife  to  her  husband,  which  had  been  writ- 
ten before  any  suspicion  of  a  criminal  intercourse,  were 
evidence  to  show  the  affection  which  subsisted  betweeii 
them ;  but,  on  account  of  the  obvious  danger  of  collusion^ 
it  ought  to  be  strictly  proved,  that  the  letters,  which  are 
offered  in  evidence,  were  written  at  a  time  when  the  wif^ 
was  not  suspected  of  misconduct. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  trustee  to  a  marriage-settle^ 
ment  against  a  sheriff,  to  recover  back  the  value  of  certain 
goods  sold  by  him  under  an  execution  against  a  third 
person,  that  person  was  not  admitted  to  prove,  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  goods  had  been  conveyed  in  trust 

(6)  Bull.  N.  P«28.  Wiosmore  v.  (1)  Edwards  v.  Crock,  4  Esp.  N. 
Greenbank,  V^jUes  577.  P.  C.  39. 

(a)  Where  a  bill  was  filed  in  Chancery,  by  a  husband  against 
his  wife  to  obtain  a  divorce,  and  a  feigned  issue  was  awarded  to  try 
the  fact  of  adultery,  and  the  confessions  of  the  wife  were  admitted, 
on  the  trial,  in  evidence  to  prove  her  guilt,  it  was  held  that  the 
confessions  of  the  wife,  when  connected  with  other  proof,  were^ 
in  the  first  instance,  admissible  ]  but  that  if  it  had  appeared,  that 
such  confessions  were  made  with  a  fraudulent  design,  or  by  collu- 
sion with  the  husband,  in  order  to  obtain  a  divorce,  their  effect 
would  be  destroyed.  Doe  v.  Roe^  1  Johns.  Cos.  25.  But  it  has 
been  held,  in  Massachusetts,  on  a  lilbel  for  a  divorce,  that  the  con- 
fessions of  ihe  guilty  party,  uncorroborated  by  other  circum- 
stances, were  inadmissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  adultery.  Baxter 
y.  Bctxttry  I  Ma»t.  Rep,  346. 


Sect.  3.]  Incompetency  of  Husband  or  Wife.  '■   65 

for  the  separate  use  of  bis  (the  witness's)  wife  (2)«  In  this 
case,  as  his  debt  would  have  been  discharged  by  a  suffi- 
cient execution,  his  evidence  would  have  been  in  that  re* 
spect  against  his  personal  interest  (S)  :  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  was  the  wife's  interest  to  have  the  property  se- 
cured for  her  separate  use  ;  and  though  the  action  was  be- 
tween third  persons,  yet  it  directly  affected  her  interest, 
the  point  in  issue  being,  whether  the  goods  bel(mged  to 
her  or  to  her  husband  (a)* 

In  an  action  of  trover  by  a  carrier  for  a  box,  which  .had 
been  delivered  to  the  defendant  by  mistake,  the  plaintiff 
called  the  owner's  wife  to  prove  what  the  box  contained, 
but  Holt,  C«  J«  refused  to  hear  her  testimony,  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  in  that  action,  with  oath  of  what  the  car- 
rier's witness  swore,  might  be  given  in  evidence  to  prove 
the  value  of  the  goods  in  a  subsequent  action  brought  by  ^ 
the  husband  against  the  carrier  (4).  And  on  a  prosecution 
against  several  persons  for  a  conspiracy,  Lord  Ellenbo- 

(2)  Davjfl  V,  Dinwoody,  4  T.  R.        (4)  Tfley  ▼.  fowling,  Ld,  Raj, 
678.  744.  Ball.  N.  P.  243.    But  see  post 

(3)  Blaad  v.  Andey,  2  New  Rep.    Part  S.  Ch.  2.  Sect.  1. 
331. 

(a)  It  19  evident  in  Davis  y.  Diwwoody  ubi  supra,  the  wife  of 
the  witqess  bad  H  direct  and  immediate  interest  in  pceserviog  to 
her  trustee  the  property  of  goods  which  bad 'been  settled  to  her 
separate  use  :  it  appears  however,  that  where  the  interest  of  the 
husband  or  wife  of  the  witness  is  not  certain  but  contingent,  such 
.  an  interest  is  not  sufficient  to  exclude  the  witness ;  post  71  and  not 
ibid.  But,  in  a  case  in  Pennsylvania,  in  which  a  witness  who  had 
married  the  widow  of  the  intestate,  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of 
invalidating  a  sale  of  land,  under  an  order  of  the  Orphan's  Court, 
to  supply  a  deficiency  in  the  personal  estate  of  the  intestate,  it  was 
held  that  the  witness  was  incompetent,  although  he  had  released 
bis  interest  of  dower  in  the  land  in  dispute,  for  notwithstanding  his 
release,  his  wife  would  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  land  after 
his  death.  Lessee  of  Snyder  v.  Snyder^  6  Binney  483.  Yeates,  J. 
dissented,  on  the  ground  that  the  contingency  of  the  wife  surviving 
tl^e  h^sband  was  too  remote  X^  exclude  his  testimony. 
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obtained  by  force  having  no  obligation  in  law  (1).  From 
*tius  it  should  seem,  that  if  the  actual  marriage  is  valid, 
(as  where  the  woman  after  the  abduction  consents  to  the 
marriage  voluntarily,  and  not  induced  by  any  precedent 
tnenace,)  her  evidence  ought  not  to  be  allowed  (1)  (a)« 

Secondly,  on  an  indictment  for  a  second  marriage  during 
the  continuance  of  a  former  marriage,  though  the  first  wife 
cannot  be  a  witness  (2),  yet  the  second  wife  may  after 
proof  of  the  first  marriage  (3)« 

Thirdly,  a  wife  may  be  a  witness  on  the  prosecution  of 
her  husband  for  an  offence  committed  against  her  per- 
son (4)«  This  was  determined  by  all  the  judges  present 
on  Lord  Audley's  trial :  and  has  been  since  confirmed  by 
the  greatest  authorities  (5),  on  every  principle  of  humanity 
and  justice.  So  in  Azyre's  case,  on  an  indictment  for 
beating  his  wife.  Lord  Raymond,  suffered  her  to  give  evi'< 
dence  (6).  A  Wife  is  permitted  to  exhibit  articles  of  the 
peace  against  her  husband  (7) ;  and  the  Court  will  not  re-' 
ceive  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  contradict 
the  truth  of  the  articles  exhibited  against  him,  and  prevent 
his  giving  surety  (8).  So,  an  affidavit  of  a  married  wo- 
man has  been  admitted  to  be  read,  on  an  application  to  the 
Court  of  King^s  Bench  for  an  information  against  her  hus- 
band, for  an  attempt  to  take  her  away  by  force  after  arti- 


(1)  Swendsen^s 'case,  5  St.  Tr. 
466.  BiiU.  N.  P.  288.  Ramaay's 
case,  cited  Rep.  Temp.  Hard.  83. 
IHaleP.  C.302.  661. 

(1)  Aec.  1  Hale  P.  C.  303.  4  61. 
Com.  209,  contra. 

(2)  Mary  Gngfs  case,  Sir  T. 
Ravm.  1.    Hawk.  b.  2.  c.  46.  b.  71. 

(3)  1  Hale  P.  C.  393.  BuU.  N.  P. 
287.     1  East  P.  C.  469. 

(4)  1  Bt.  Tr.  393.    Hutton  116. 

(5)  1  Hale  P.  C.  301 .  Hawk.  b. 
2.  c.  46.  8.  77.    Probjn,  J.  in  Rep. 


Temp.  Hard.  83.  Bull.  N.  P.  287. 
1  BL  Comm.  443.  Doubted  m 
GnzgH  case,  Sir  T.  Raym.  1,  and 
in  Gilb.  £v.  120. 

(6)  1  Str.  633 ;  BuU.  N.  P.  287. 
S.  C.  Jagger's  case,  1  East  P.  C. 
454* 

(7)  Bull.  N.  P.  fb. 

(8)  Lord  Vane^s  case,  2  Str.  1202. 
more  fully  stated  from  Mr.  Ford't 
MS«  in  13  East  171.  n.  (a) ;  R.  v. 
Doherty,  lb,  S.  P. 


(a)  Id  the  case  of  Perry,  on  an  indictment  for  a  forcible  mar- 
riage, the  wife  was  admitted  a  witness  for  her  husband,  to  prove 
that  the  elopjpment  and  marriage  were  voluntary  and  not  forced. 
Bristol  A$nzei,  1794,  I  M'Ndiy  181. 


Sect.  3.]  lnconq}eten€y  of  Husband  or-  tVife.  66 

ties  of  separation  (9) :  and  it  would  be  strange,  says  Mf« 
Justice  Buller,  to  permit  her  to  be  a  witness  to  ground  a  pro- 
secution, and  not  afterwa^sto  be  a  witness  at  the  trial  (10). 
On  the  trial  of  a  man  for  the  murder. of  his  wife,  her  dying 
declarations  are  evidence  against  him(ll)«  It  has* been 
said  indeed,  tha^  a  wife  may  *be  witness  against  her  hus-  ^  69 

band  in  case  of  high  treason  (1)  (a) ;  but  there  are  author!* 
ties  the  other  way  (2). 

Fourthly,  where  the  wife  has  made  contracts  with  the  ^._ 
authority  and  consent  of  the  husband,  she  has  been  con-  '^'^ 
sidercd  his  agent  for  that  purpose,  and  her  representations 
are  evidence  against  the  husband,  who  has  permitted  her 
to  contract  fpr  him  with  third  persons,  on  the  same  footing 
as  the  representations  of  any  other  agent  (3)  (6)«  Thus,  in 
an  action  of  assumpsit  by  a  servant  for  wages,  the  plaintiff 
was  allowed  to  give  in  evidence  a  deed  executed  by  the 
wife  .of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  hiring,  which, 
though  void  as  a  deed,  was  admitted  in  order  to  show  the 
terms  of  the  contract  (4)** 

Fifthly,  Commissioners  of  bankrupt  cauld  not  at  com- 

(9)  Lady  Lawley^s  case,  BuILN.  P.        (S£S  Brownlow  47« 

287.  Maiy  Mead's  case,  1  Burr.  543.        (3)  Emerson  ▼.  Blooden,  1  Esp.  N< 

(10)  Bull.  N.  P.  287.  P.  C.  142.     Palethrop  v.  Furnish,  2 
(11)  Woodcock's case,fLeach'Cr.     Esp.  N.  P.  C.  511.  n.    Gregory  v! 

C.  563.  JobD^s  case,  1  East  P.C.  357.  Parker,  1  Camp.  N.  P.  C.  394.  See 

(1)  Dictum,  to  Grigg^scase.     Sir  15  Ves.  159. 

T.  Raym.  1.  cited  in  Gilb.  £▼.  119.  (4)  White  ▼.  Cuyler,  6  T.  R.  176. 
and  BuU.  N.  P.  289. 

*  In  an  anonjrmous  case  reported  in  1  Strange  527,  where  an  action  was 
brought  for  nursiug  the  defendant's  child,  Pratt,  C.  J.  admitted  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant's  wife  had  represented  her 
agreement  with  him  to  be  for  so  much  per  week ;  because  such  matters,  be 
said,  are  usually  entrusted  to  the  women*  Bull.  N.  P.  287.  S.  C.  But  it 
has  been  since  determined,  that  the  declarations  of  the  wife  are  not  admissi- 
ble against  the  husband,  in  an  action  brought  by  him  in  right  of  his  wife. 
Alban  and  Wif^  y.  Prichett,  6  T.  R.  680. 

(a)  M*Na]ly  says,  that  in  the  researches  whicb  be  bad  made,  be 
bad  not  discovered  any  trial  for  treason  where  tbe  wife  was  ez- 
amined  as  a  witness  against  her  husband.     1  M^Nally  181. 

(6)  10  Johtu.  Rep,  38.     Hughes* s  AdmiruMtrators  v.  Stohe$*9' 
JidmmstratorSf  1  Hayw,  372. 
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mon  law  examine  the  bankrupt's  wife  (5).  But  now  by  st. 
SI  J.  1«  c.  1^9*  s.  ^  &  6.,  which  recites,  that  doubts  had 
arisen  upon  the  point,  it  is  provided,  ^'  that,  after  the  party 
is  declared  a  bankrupt,  the  commissioners  may  examine  ^ 
liis  wife  on  oath,  for  the  finding  out  of  the  estate,  goods, 
and  chattels  of  such  bankrupt,  concealed,  kept,  or  disposed 
of  by  such  wife,  in  her  own  person,  or  by  her  act  or 
iheans,  or  by  any  other  person." 

Sixthly,  upon  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  bastardy  in 
the  case  of  a  married  woman.  Lord  Hardwicke  and  the 
*  70  ^other  Judges  held,  that  she  was  a  competent  witness  to 

prove  her  criminal  connexion  with  the  appellant,  though 
her  husband  was  interested  both  in  the  question  and  in  the 
event  of  the  cause,  because  such  a  fact  so  secret  in  its 
nature  can  scarce  ever  be  proved  by  other  evidence  (1). 
But  this  is  only  from  the  necessity  of  the  thing :  she  is  not 
Competent  to  prove  any  other  fact,  as  want  of  access  (3), 
which  other  witnesses  may  be  reasonably  supposed  capable 
of  proving.  To  admit  such  evidence  would  be  giving  the 
wife  a  power  to  bastardize  her  child,  and  to  discharge  the 
husband  from  the  burden  of  its  maintenance  (a). 

On  an  appeal  against  the  removal  of  a  woman  as  the 
Vidow  of  A.  B«  deceased,  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  mar- 
riage having  been  produced  on  the  part  of  the  respondents, 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  determined,  that  the  woman  was 
a  competent  witness,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  to  dis- 
prove the  marriage  (3). 

^5^  Aaod.  1  Brownlow  47.  WUs.  340.    R.  v.  Kea,  11  But  132. 

(1)  R.  y.  Reading,  Rep.  Temp.  (3)  R.  v.  Braodejr,  6  T.  R.  330 ; 
Hard,  S2.  R.  y.  Bedell,  Andr.  8  R.  R.  y.  St.  Peter^s,  Barr.  Set.  Cas.  tS. 
Y.  Luffs,  8  East  203.   Gilb.  Ey.  139.  S.  P. 

(2)  Ante  (1),  R.   y.  Rooke,   1 

(a)  These  principles  were  iiilly  recognized  in  a  late  case  in 
Penngylvania.  The  defendant  was  indicted  for  fornication  with 
one  Sarah  Myers,  a  married  woman,  and  begetting  a  bastard  child 
on  her  body,  and  it  was  held  that  Sarah  Myers  was  a  competent 
witness,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  upon  common  law  princi- 
ples, to  prore  the  criminal  connexion,  but  nothing  further ;  and 
therefore  that  she  could  not  be  questioned  as  to  the  non  access  of 
her  husband.     Commonwealth  v.  Shepherd,  6  Binney  283. 
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In  the  case  of  Campbell  v.  Tweinlow  (4),  which  lately 
came  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on  a  motion  to  set  ^ 
iside  an  award,  one  of  the  grounds  of  the  application  was, 
that  the  ajbitrator  had  rejected  the  evidence  of  a  woman 
otlled  OD  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  who  had  cohabited  with 
him  for  several  years  and  passed  as  his  wife,  but  who  would 
have  stated,  that  she  had  never  been  married  to  him.  The 
point  was  much  argued  at  the  bar.  The  Court,  considering 
it  a  doubtful  question,  (as  the  report  states,)  declined  giv* 
ing  any  ophiion,  as  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  determina* 
tioo  of  the  case;  and  they  refused  the  motion,  on  the 
ground,  that  the  opinion  of  the  arbitrator  was  final  and 
conclusive,  all  matters  both  of  law  and  fact  having  been 
left  to  his  decision*  Mr.  Baron  Richards  cited  a  case, 
before  Lord  Kenyon,  on  the  Chester  circuit,  in  the  year 
1782,  where,  on  a  trial  for  *forgery,  the  prisoner  called  a  ♦  7i 

woman  as  his  witness,  whom  he  had  himself  in  Court  re- 
presented to  be  his  wife,  but  afterwards,  on  hearing  an  ob- 
jection taken  to  her  competency,  denied  that  she  was  mar- 
ried to  him,  and  Lord  Kenyon  refused  to  admit  hej* 
evidence* 

Seventhly,  it  has  been  ruled  at  nisi  prius,  that  a  wife 
may  be  witness,  in  an  action  between  third  persons  not 
immediately  affecting  the  interest  of  the  husband,  though 
her  evidence  may  possibly  expose  him  to  a  legal  demand ; 
as,  in  an  action  between  third  persons  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  to  prove  the  goods  sold  not  on  the  credit  of  the 
defendant,  but  on  her  husband's  credit  (1).  This  evidence, 
it  may  be  said,  was  in  some  measure  against  the  husband, 
though  h^  was  not  a  party  in  the  suit.  On  the  other  hand, 
to  reject  her  evidence  in  such  a  case  would  be  a  hardship 
on  the  defendant,  who  may  have  no  other  means  of  de- 
fending himself  against  an  unjust  demand:  and  though 
upon  her  testimony  the  defendant  may  have  a  verdict,  and 
an  action  may  afterwards,  in  consequence  be  brought 

(4)  1  Price  81.  €.  J.,  1  Sir.  504.  BqU.  N.  P.  387. 

(1)  Wilfiams  v.  Jobnfon,  b j  King,    S.  G. 


^i" 
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against  the  husband,  she  would  not  then  be  admitted  as 
a  witness,  nor  could  her  evidence  in  the  first  suit  be  pre* 
duccd  against  him  (a).  ^ 


Sect.  IV. 

Of  the  Effect  of  Admissions  by  a  Party  to  the  Suit^  or  by 
his  Agentj  against  the  Pariy^s  Interest* 

As  tlie  parties  to  a  suit  are  excluded  iVom  being  wit* 
nesses  on  account  of  their  interest,  statements  or  repre* 
sentations  made  by  them  against  their  interest  must  be 


(a)  B.  lent  certain  good9  to  the  wife  of  C,  of  which  C.  beiD|{ 
in  the  possession,  conveyed  tbem  by  bill  of  sale  to  R.,  but  tbej 
continued  in  tbe  possession  of  C.  until  B.  having  understood  that 
R.  intended  to  take  theixi  away,  took  tbem  into  bis  own  possession, 
whereupon  R.  brought  an  action  of  trover  against  B.,  in  which 
C.'s  wife  was  ofifered  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  B.  the  defendant ; 
and  it  was  held  tbat  she  was  competent  to  prove  the  loan  from  B., 
and  notice  to  R.'of  B.*s  property  ;  on  the  ground  that  the  interest 
of  her  husband  was  equally  balanced  between  the  parties;  and 
that  in  civil  actions  in  which  the  husband  is  no  party,  the  wife  may 
be  called  on  as  a  witness,  even  to  facts,  which  if  proved  la  another 
action  to  which  her  husband  is  a  party,  and  by  evidence  other  than 
her  own  may  go  to  charge  him.  Baring  v,  Reedery  i  Hen.  an4 
Mun,  154. 

Another  exception  to  the  general  rule  by  which  husband  and 
wife  afe  excluded  frpm  testifying  for  or  against  each  other,  was 
*  made  in  the  following  case  ; — Articles  of  agreement  were  entered 
into  between  the  husband,  wife,  and  C,  the  trustee  of  the  wife,  by 
which  the  husband  permitted  tbe  wife  to  live  separate  from  him ; 
and  the  trustee,  C,  covenanted,  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  to  pay  the 
husband  three  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars,  on  his  delivering  to* 
tbe  wife  for  her  separate  use,  the  coachee  and  horses  which  he  had 
lately  purchased:  the  husband  brought  an  action  of  coventnt 
against  C.  to  recover  the  three  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars,  an^ 
the  declarations  of  tbe  wife  were  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plaiiw 
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eyid»nce  against  them,  and  in  many  cases  they  will  be  the 
strongest  evidence.  Upon  this  principle  the  free  admis- 
asons  of  one  of  the  parties  to  a  suit  on  the  matter  in  issue, 
and  the  voluntary  confession  of  a  prisoner  under  a  crimiT 
nal  charge,  are  always  received  in  evidence  against  the 
party  (6). 

♦First,  with  respect  to  admissions :  *  72 

The  admissions  of  a  party  to  the  suit  against  his  inte- 
rest are  evidence  in  fevour  of  the  other  side,  whether 
made  by  the  real  party  on  record,  or  by  a  nominal  party 
who  sues  as  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  another  (1),  or 
whether  by  the  party  who  is  really  interested  in  the  suit 
though  not  named  on  the  record  (2).     Thus,  in  an  action 

(1)  Bwwmian  ▼.  Radeaina,  7.  T.        (2)  R.  ▼.  Hardwick,  11  £a8t  618.    ' 
R.  664.  589. 

tiff,  to  3how  the  delivery  of  the  coachee  and  horses,  and  were  ad- 
tnitted  by  the  judge  :  on  a  bill  of  exceptions  being  brought,  the 
court  decided  that  the  evidence  was  admissible.  Both  parties,  the 
court  say,  by  the  coVenant,  concurred  jn  her  capacity  to  receive 
these  articles,  and  she  became,  for  that  purpose,  their  mutual 
agent.  Her  declaration,  or  confessibn,'  that  the  act  was  done,  be- 
came legal  evidence  of  that  £ict,  as  a  necessary  consequence  of 
iMf  authority,  under  the  articles  to  receive  the  coachee  and  horses ; 
for  no  principle  would  seem  to  be  more  dear  than  that  t^e  person 
to  whom  performance  of  an  act  is  agreed  to  be  made,  is  competent 
to  acknowledge  sych  performance.  If  she  was  competent  to  receive, 
she  was  competent  to  give  a  receipt  for  them,  and  if  her  receipt 
would  have  been  good  evidence  of  the  delivery,  her  parol  admis- 
sion must  be  equally  so.  And  again ;  if  her  act  or  admission  be 
good  in  one  case,  to  charge  the  husband  in  favour  of  a  third  per- 
son, because  she  was  his  agent,  the  rule  ought  equally  to  apply  in 
favour  of  the  husband,  when  he  and  a  third  person  by  the  contract 
between  them,  have  mutually  referred  to  an- act  in  w^ich  she  was 
to  be  a  party.     Femur  v.  Lem,  10  JoAnf.  Rep.  38. 

{ti)  It  has  been  held  that  an  admission  in  an  answer  in  Chancery 

was  evidence  against  the  defendant,  in  an  action  brought  by  another 

l^intiff.  Post  267^  n.    So,  an  admission  in  a  case  made  for  ar« 

|lbent,  is  evidence  against  the  party  making  it.     Vanderooort  ^ 

another  v.  Smithy  2  Caines^  Rep.  155. 
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of  debt  upta  a  bond  conditioned  to  pay  moiiey  to  L.  D«, 
for  whose  benefit^  the  action  was  brought,  the  defendant 
proved,  that  L»  D.  had  said  in  a  conversation  about  this 
bond,  that  the  defendant  owed  nothing,  upon  which  the 
jury  found  for  the  defendant :  on  a  moticHi  for  a  new  trial, 
it  was  argued  that  the  declarations  of  L.  D.,  who  was  w^ 
party  to  the  action,  ought  not  to  affect  the  plaintiff,  and 
affidavits  were  offered  to  exphrfn  L«  D»^  evidence;  buC%e 
court  said,  that  the  affidavits  were  inadmissible,  and  Uiat  it 
was  to  be  considered  as  if  L.  D.  was  the  plaintiff,  the  ac- 
tion  being  for  L*  D.'s  benefit  (3).  And  in  an  appeal 
against  the  removal  of  a  pauper,  declarations  by  a  rated 
inhabitant  of  either  parish,  concerning  the  facts  in  issue, 
are  admissible  in  evidence,  not  only  against  hiniaelf,  but 
also  against  the  other  rated  inhabitants  of  his  parish  (4)  : 
for  they  arc  the  parties  really  interested,  although  the  ap- 
peal may  be  entered  in  the  names  of  the  parish  officers ; 
and  they  are  not  compellable  as  parties  to  give  evidence 
of  the  fact  (5). 

It  may  be  inferred  from  a  former  part  of  this  section, 
that  in  a  civil  suit  against  several  persons,  who  are  proved 
'  to  have  a  joint  interest  in  the  decision,  a  declaration  made 

by  one  of  those  persons,  concerning  a  material  fact  within 
his  knowledge,  is  evidence  against  him,  and  against  all 
who  are  parties  with  htm  to  the  suit  (6).  In  an  action  of 
covenant,  therefore,  against  two  defendants,  the  affidavit  of 
*  73  one  of  *them  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  both  (1)  (a). 

So,  in  an  action  by  several  partners  against  the  defendant 
for  the  non-performance  of  an  agreement,  a  declaration 

(3)  Hanson  v.  Parker,  I  WiU.  (S)  11  East  589.  R.v.  W»bwii| 
257.    Smith  V.  Lyoo,  3  Campb.  N.    10  East  395. 

P.  C.  465.  (6)  11  £ast  589. 

(4)  R.  ▼.  Hardwick,  11  East  578.        (1)  Vicary^i  case,  CHlb.  Er.  51. 

(a)  In  an  action  on  a  joint  note,  executed  by  A.  k  B.  as  his 
security,  brought  against  B.  only,  after  the  bankruptcy  of  A.  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  it  was  held  that  the  admissions  of  A. 
after  his  discharge,  were  evidence  against  B.  Himard  v.  Co6i, 
3  Day  309. 


r.f 
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by  one  of  the  partners,  that  the  goods,  to  which  the  agree-* 
ment  related,  were  his  separate  property,  is  evidence 
against  all  the  plaintifis  suing  as  upon  a  joint  contract  (2). 
The  rule  has  even  been  extended  in  actions  so  far,  as  to 
admit  the  declarations  of  one  partner  to  be  evidence  against 
another,  concerning  joint  contracts  and  their  joint  interest, 
although  the  person,  who  makes  such  declarations,  is  not 
a  party  to  the  suit :  as  where,  in  an  action  by  a  creditor 
against  some  of  the  partnership  firm,  the  answer  of  another 
partner  to  a  bill  filed  by  other  creditors  was  received  in 
evidence  against  the  defendants,  not  indeed  to  prove  the 
partnership,  but  that  being  established,  as  an  admission 
against  those  (&),  who  are  as  one  person  with  him  in  in- 
terest (S)«  And  the  admission  of  a  partner,  though  not  a 
party  to  the  suh,  is  evidence  as  to  joint  contracts  against 
any  other  partner,  as  well  after  the  determination  of  the 
partnership  as  durkig  its  continuance  (4)  (c)« 

This  is  the  rule  respecting  admissions  in  the  case  of  joint 
contracts,  or  where  several  persons  have  one  and  the 
same  interest  in  the  subject  matter.  But  the  same  rule 
cannot  be  applied  to  actions  of  trespass  or  to  criminal 
proceedings.    In  an  action  of  trespass  against  several  de- 

(2)  Lqcu  and  otiien  v.  De  la    Jacluoa  v^  Fairbank,  S  H.  BI.  340.  «• 
Coiff,  1  Mauk  &  Sel.  949.  Thwaites  v.  Richardson,  Peake,  N. 

(3)  Grant  v.  Jackson,  Peake,  N.    P.  C.  16. 

P.  C.  206.    Wood  and  others  t.        (4)  Wood  and  others  ▼.  Braddick, 
Braddick,  1  Taunt  104.    And  see    1  Taunt  104. 
Whitcomb  y.  Whiting,  2  Doug.  652. 

(6)  Vide  f  tr6y,  62.  174.  203.  where  it  was  held  that  the  ad- 
missions of  a  party  in  interest,  if  not  joined  in  the  suit,  could  not 
be  given  in  evidence. 

(c)  But  in  Hockley  v.  Patrick^  3  John$,  Rep,  536.  it  was  de- 
cided, that  an  acknowledgment  of  an  account  by  one  partner  af- 
ter* a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  would  not  bind  the  other  part- 
ners. Such  an  acknowledgment,  however,  would  be  sufficient  to 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  Smith  v.  Lud' 
iogpf  6  Johns.  Rtp.  267.  The  admission  of  one  of  the  defendants 
is  not  evidence  to  charge  another  defendant  with  the  fact  of  being 
a  partner  with  him.     Whi$ney  v.  Ferris^  10  J  ohm.  Rep,  &6,  ' 
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feiidants,  an  admission  by  one  of  the  defbndants  is  not  evi- 
dence against  the  others  to  prove  the  fact  of  their  being 
co-trespassers,  and,  even  where  that  fact  is  fully  establish- 
ed, it  seems  very  doubtful,  Whether  any  admissions  or  de- 
clarations made  by  one  of  the  defendants,  as  to  the  joint 
motives  or  designs  of  the  party,  can  be  received  as  Evi- 
dence against  the  others,  except  so  far  as  they  accompany 
*  74  the  act,  and  may  be  considered  *as  forming  a  part  of  the 

res  gesta*  Where  several  persons  are  proved  to  have  com- 
bined together  for  the  same  illegal  purpose,  any  act  done 
by  one  of  the  party,  in  pursuance  of  the  original  concerted 
plan,  and  with  reference  to  the  common  olbrject,  is  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  law  the  act  of  the  whole  party  (1), 
and,  therefore,  the  proof  of  such  act  by  eye-witnesses 
would  be  evidence  against  any  of  the  others,  who  were 
engaged  in  the  same  conspiracy ;  and  further,  any  decla- 
rations made  by  one  of  the  party  at  the  time  of  doing  such 
illegal  act  seem  not  only  to  be  evidence  against  himself,  a» 
tending  to  determine  the  quality  of  the  act,  but  to  be  evidence 
also  against  the  rest  of  the  party,  who  are  as  much  respon- 
sible as  if  they  had  themselves  done  the  sLct.  But  what 
\|  one  of  the  party  may  have  been  heard  to  say  at  some  other 

time,  as  to  the  share  which  some  of  the  others  had  in  the 
execution  of  the  commoo  design,  or  as  to  the  object  of  the 
conspiracy,  cannot,  it  is  conceived,  be  admitted  as  evidence 
to  affect  them  on  their  trial  for  the  same  offence.  It  has 
been  solemnly  decidcd,'as  will  be  shown  in  treating  of  the 
admissibility  of  confessions,  that  a  confession  is  evidence 
only  against  the  person  himself  who  confesses,  not  against 
other  persons,  although  they  may  have  been  proved  to  be 
his  accomplices  (a). 

(I)  R.  ▼.  Stone,  6  Tr.  R.  6«7. 


(a)  In  an  action  against  several  defendants  for  a  comhinatioa  to 
defraud  the  plaintiff,  in  which  one  Si  them  suffered  a  defauh,  and 
the  others  pleaded  to  the  action,  the  confessions  of  the  former  wcr» 
admitted  in  evidence,  to  enhance  the  damages  against  all  the  de*^ 
f<^hdants.     Bostimck  v.  /^ewiV,  1  Day  35. 


Sij^ct:  4.]  or  by  his  Jpretit.     •  t4 

The  statement  or  representation  of  an  agent  in  making  The  siato- 
an  agreement,  or  in  doing  an  act  within  the  scope  of  his  agents 
authority,  is  evidence  against  the  principal  himself,  and 
equivalent  to  his  own  acknowledgment  (2) :  for  what  the 

(S)  See  the  jtadgmeiit  bj  the  Master  of  the  RoUb  id  Fairlie  v.  HastingSj 
10  Ve«.  127. 

1^ . 1 

In  actions  for  a  criminal  conversation  with  the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  prosecutiQns  for  polygamy,  .the  tnat'riage  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  one  instance,  and  the  first  marriage  of  the  defend*- 
ant  in  the  other,  cannot  be  proved  by  his  confession.  Morris  v: 
Miller^  4  Burr.  2067.  The  People  v.  Humphreys^  7  Johns.  Rep.  314* 

The  acknowledgment  of  a  party  is  not  always  conclusive  evi- 
jdence  against  him,  post  80. ;  as,  where,  in  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note,  evidence  was  given  that  the  defendant  had  acknowledged  his 
signature  to  it,  he  was,  notwithstanding,  admitted  to  give  evidence 
to  show  that  the  signature  was  not  genuine.  Hall  and  another  v. 
Huse^  10  Mass,  Rep,  39.  nor  does  an  acknowledgment  or  admis- 
sion in  writing,  always  conclude  the  party  making  it :  thus,  where 
a  bill  of  lading  states  goods  to  have  been  shipped  In  good  order,  the 
master  who  signed  it  is  not  excluded  from  showing  that  they  were 
damaged  at  the  time  of  delivery ,'  for,  a  bill  of  lading,  although 
jprima  fapie  evidence  of  the  highest  nature,  is  not  conclusive.  Baf^^ 
rett  and  another  v.  Rogers^  7  Mass,  Rep.  297.  So,  a  receipt,  al- 
though absolute  in  its  terms,  and  expressed  to  be  in  full,  is  not 
conclusive,  and  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  or  contra- 
dict it.  SiraUon  v.  Rastally  2  Term  Rep.  366.  6  Vez.  87,  12  Johns. 
Rep.  531.  Ensign  v.  Webster ^  1  Johns,  Cas.  145.  House  r.  Lowi 
8  Johns.  Rep.  378.  M'Kinstry  v.  Pearsally  3  Johns.  Rep.  319. 
Tobey  v.  Barber^  6  Johns.  Rep.  68.  Putnam  v.  Lewisy  8  JohnSi 
ttep,  389.  Johnson  v.  Weedy  9  Johns,  Rep,  310.  If  two  trustees 
execute  a  conveyance  of  land,  in  which  is  contained  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  receipt  of  the  consideration  money,  it  is  competent  for 
bne  of  the  trustees  to  show  that  the  whole  of  the  money  went  info 
the  hands  of  the  other,  and  thus  exonerate  himself  from  liability. 
Kip  V.  Denniston^  4  Johns.  Rep.  23.  and  the  cases  there  cited.  2 
Madd.  Chan.  118,  119. 

The  confessions  of  individual  members  of  a  corporation  aggrcf« 
gate,  a  party  to  the  suit,  which  were  not  made  in  the  exercise  of 
any  corporate  duty,  cannot  be  received  in  evidence^  President 
^'c.  of  Hartford  Bank  v.  Hart,  3  Day  493. 

o 
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agent  says  may  be  explanatory  of  the  agreement,  or  de- 
termine the  quality  of  the  act  which  it  accompanies,  and 
must,  therefore,  be  as  binding  on  the  principal  as  the  act  or 
agreement  itself*  To  prove  such  a  representation,  the 
opposite  party  is  not  obliged  to  call  the  ag^nt,  but  may 
establish  it  by  other  evidence.  Thus,  what  an  agent  says 
at  the  time  of  a  sale,  which  he  is  employed  to  make,  is 
evidence  as  part  of  the  transaction  of  selling*  But  the 
^  75  principal  is  not  *bound  by  a  rej)resentation  of  the  agent 

at  another  time  p)«  So  it  should  seem,  if  a  person  buys 
goods,  and  directs  the  vendor  to  deliver  them  to  an  agent 
employed  by  him  to  receive  them,  the  purchaser  would  be 
bound  by  the  receipt  of  his  agent  given  at  the  time  of  deli- 
very ;  but  not  by  any  subsequent  acknowledgment*  In  the 
case  of  Biggs  v.  Laurence  (2),  which  was  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  Mr*  Justice  BuUer  admitted  a 
written  paper,  by  which  the  defendant's  agent  acknowledg- 
ed the  receipt  of  the  goods,  as  evidence  against  the  prin- 
cipal ;  and  on  that  evidence  the  plaintiff  recovered  (a}» 
However,  it  was  on  one  occasion  (3)  stated  by  counsel  in 
argument,  that  Lord  Kenyon  since  that  case  had  frequently 
ruled  the  contrary,  without  its  ever  having  been  question* 
ed:  and  this  statement  seems  to  have  been  acquiesced  in 
by  Lord  Kenyon  (4),  who  said,  "  that  was  not  the  pointy 
upon  which  the  case  was  afterwards  argued  or  determined, 
on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,''  meaning  the  point,  that  suck 
a  receipt  could  be«admitted  in  evidence.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear, from  the  case  of  Biggs  v.  Laurence,  whether  the 
agent's  acknowledgment,  of  having  received  the  goods, 
was  made  at  the  time  of  delivery,  or  on  what  other  occa- 
sion :  though,  upon  this  fact,  according  to  the  cases  above 
cited,  particularly  the  case  of  Fairlie  v«  Hastings,  in  which 

(1)  Helyar  v.  Hawke,  5  Esp.  N.  (Z)  3  T.  R.  454. 

P.  C.  74.    Peto  V.  Hague,  5  Esp.  (3)  Beaunnan  v.  RadeDius,  7  T. 

N.  P.  C.  135.     Alexaoder  y.  Gib-  R.  665. 

son,  2  Camp.  555.     Palethorp  v.  (4)  See  10  Ves.  138. 
Furnish,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  511.  n. 


(a)  Vide  ante,  71.  n. 
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the  subject  was  fully  discussed  by  die  Master  of  die 
Rolls,  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  may  be  found 
materially  to  depend*  In  one  case  indeed  (5),  Lord  Ken- 
yon,  C.  J*  is  said  to  have  refused  to  admit  an  agent's  let- 
ter as  evidence  of  an  agreement  against  the  principal, 
holding, .  that  the  agent  himself  ought  to  be  examined. 
'^  If  the  agreement,^'  (said  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (6),  ad- 
verting to  this  case,)  ^^  was  contained  in  the  letter,  I  should 
have  thought  it  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  letter  was  writ- 
ten by  the  agent :  but,  if  the  letter  was  offered  as  *proof  *  76 
of  the  contents  of  k  pre-existing  agreement,  then  it  was 
properly  rejected."  And  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
lately  decided,  after  much  argument,  in  the  cases  of  Kahl 
v.  Jansen  (1),  and  Langhom  v.  Allnutt  (2),  that  the  letters 
of  au  agent  abroad  to  his  principal,  containing  a  narrative 
of  the  transaction  in  which  he  had  been  employed,  were 
^ot  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  principal,  as  the 
mere  representation  of  the  agent.  The  general  rule  oiv 
the  subject  ivas  there  fully  recognized  and  confirmed. 
'^  When  it  is  proved,  said  the  Chief  Justice,  that  A.  is  agent 
of  B.,  whatever  A.  does,  or  says,  or  writes,  in  the  making 
of  a  contract  as  agent  of  B.,  is  admissible  in  evideqce, 
because  it  is  part  of  the  contract,  which  he  makes  for  B«, 
and  which,  therefore,  binds  him,  but  it  is  net  admissible  as 
the  agenfs  €u:count  of  what  passes  (3)."  Such  declarations 
are  admitted  in  evidence,  not  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
ing the  truth  of  the  fact  stated,  but  as  representations  by 
which  the  principal  is  as  much  bound  as  if  he  made  them 
himself,  and  which  are  equally  binding,  whether  the  fact 
stated  be  true  or  false  (a). 

(6)  Maestenv.  Abraham,  1  Esp.        (2)  4  Taunt,  5J1.  and  Reyner  v. 

N.  P.  C.  375.  Pearson,  4  TauDt.  663.  S.  P. 
(6)  10  Ve».  127.  (3)  4  Taunt.  519. 

(1)  4  Taunt.  565. 


(a)  The  contemporaneous  correspondence  of  an  agent,  in  that 
character,  on  the  subject  in  which  he  was  employed  with  his 
principal,  is  proper  evidence  to  show  the  original  nature  and  com- 
plexion of  the  facts  in  controversy,  and  is  evidence  for  the  agent  in 
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From  analogy  to  the  preceding  case  of  agent  and  princi- 
pal, what  a  sheriflPs  oflftcer  has  said  at  the  time  of  the  oxe- 
cation  of  a  writ,  or  concerning  his  custody  of  a  debtor 
taken  in  execution,  will  be  admissible  in  evidence  against 
the  sheriff  himself  in  an  action  against  him  for  an  Escape, 
as  part  of  the  transaction  in  which  he  represents  the 
defendant,  and  for  which  the  defendant  is  responsible  (4). 
The  declaration  of  an  under  sheriff  is  not  evidence  against 
his  principal,  excepting  so  far  as  it  constitutes  a />aW  of  the 
res  gesta ;  and  though  the  rule  seems  to  have  been  laid 
down  in  larger  and  more  general  terms,  in  the  case  of 
Yabsley  and  Doble,  it  has  been  so  restricted  by  several 
later  authorities  (6).  > 

f  T-y  *On  the  same  principle,  if  one  party  refers   another, 

for  information  on  a  disputed  fact,  to  a  third  person  as 

(4)  Bowsher  v.  Cally,  Sher.  of  Yabsley  v.  Dobk,  1  Ld.  Ray.  190. 
Wilts.  1  Campb.  N.  P.  C.  391.  n.  Kempland  t.  Macaulay,  Peake,  N, 
North  V.  Miles,  Sher.  of  Mid.  do.  389.    P.  C.  65. 

a  suit  io  which  he  is  a  party.  Bingham  v.  Cahot  et  at.  3  DaU,  39. 
Where  a  letter  written  by  an  agent  was  given  in  evidence,  as  proof 
of  a  contract,  it  was  held,  that  t)ie  principal  having  confided  to 
his  agent  the  making  of  the  contract,  confided  to  him,  of  conse- 
quence, the  power  of  furnishing  evidence  of  the  contract:  the  con- 
tract having  been  made  by  parol  without  witnesses,  it  was  impos- 
sible to  prove  it  in  any  other  manner  than  by  subsequent  declara- 
tions of  the  party,  but,  although  these  declarations  were  evidence, 
they  were  not  conclusive.    Meade  v.  M^Domelt^  5  Btnney  195. 

(b)  In  an  action  on  the  case  against  a  sheriff  for  a  false  return 
to  zJLfa.  it  was  held  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deputy  of  the 
sheriff  made  to  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff,  in  i^iswer  to  inquiries 
relative  to  the  execution,  which  had  been  delivered  to  the  deputy 
to  be  executed,  and  while  the  execution  was  in  force,  was  admis- 
sible evidence  to  charge  the  she^^iff ;  as  the  declarations  were  made 
to  a  party  concerned,  in  relation  to  the  business  of  the  execution, 
and  while  the  obligation  to  execute  it  remained  in  full  force  ;  they 
were,  therefore,  made  in  the  course  of  the  transaction,  and  were  to 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  act  of  the  deputy  touching  the  execution 
of  the  writ.  MoUand  others  v.  Kip,  10  Johns.  Rep.  478.  Vid^ 
Hecker  v.  J  arret,  3  Binney  404. 
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authorized  to  answer  for  him  (1),  or  employs  an  agent  to 
make  certain  propositions  respecting  a  transaction  between 
himself  and  another  (2),  he  is  bound  by  what  his  agent  says, 
or  does,  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  as  much  as  if  it 
had  been  done,  or  said,  by  himself.  Thus,  for  example, 
in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  where  it  appear- 
ed  at  the  trial,  thjit,  in  a  conversation  between  the  plaintiff  * 
and  defendant,  the  former  asslerted  that  he  had  delivered 
the  goods  by  one  C,  and  the  defendant  replied,  "  If  C.  will 
say  he  did  deliver  the  goods,  I  will  pay  for  them,'^  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  give  in  evidence  C.'s  answer  re- 
specting the  matter  referred  to  him  (3).  In  the  case  of 
Fabrigas  v.  Mostyn,  a  point  arose,  which  may  serve  as 
another  example  to  illustrate  the  rule  here  laid  down«  A 
witness,  who  had  been  employed  by  the  defendant,  to  con- 
vey certain  proposals  to  the  plaintiff,  explained  them  to 
him  by  an  interpreter,  from  whom  also  he  received  the 
answer  (4) :  the  question  was,  whether  the  words  of  the 
interpreter  could  be  given  in  evidence  by  the  witness,  as 
the  answer  of  the  plaintiff;  or  whether  the  interpreter  him-* 
self  ought  to  be  called,  as  the  witness  understood  neither 
the  questions  put  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  the  answer  made  by 
him.  But  Mr.  Justice  Gould  ruled,  that  the  evidence  of 
the  witness  was  clearly  admissible,  and  sufficient.  Here 
the  interpreter  was  the  accredited  agent  of  the  parties, 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  in  the  execu-r  . 
tionr  of  his  agency. 

It  must  be  remembered,  that  the  cases,  in  which  the  de- 
clarations of  an  agent  have  been  admitted  against  the  prin- 
cipal, are  exceptions  to  that  general  rule,  which  requires 
evidence  to  be  given  upon  oath :  and  the  exception  is  con- 
fined *to  such  statements  as  are  made  by  him,  either  at  the  «  -^^ 
time  of  his  making  an  agreement  about  which  he  is  em- 

(1)  DanieD  t.  Pitt,  1  Campb.  N.    C.  366 ;  6  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  74,  S.  C. 
P.  C.  366.  WilliaiDB  v.  {imefl,  1  Campb.  N.  P. 

(2)  Gaiosford   v.    Graihmar,    2    C.  364.    Brock  v.  Kent,  do.  n.  ^66. 
Campb.  N.  P.  C.  9.  Burt  v.  Palmer,  5Eap.  N.  P.  C.  145. 

(3) Danien T.Pitt,! Campb. N.P.        (4)  11  St.  Tr.  171, 
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ployed,  or  in  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority, 
^^  Except  in  on^  or  other  of  these  ways,  (said  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  in  Fairlie  v.  Hastmgs  (1),)  I  do  not  see  how 
they  can  be  evidence  against  the  principal  :^'  and,  there- 
fore, in  that  case,  (where  the  fact,  sought  to  be  established, 
was,  that  a  bond  had  been  executed  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant  had  got  possession  erf*,) 
he  refused  to  admit,  as  evidence  of  this  fact,  the  declara- 
tions of  the  defendant's  agent,  who  had  been  employed  to 
keep  the  bond  for  the  plaintiff's  benefit,  and  who,  on  its 
being  demanded  by  the  plaintiff,  informed  him  that  it  had 
been  delivered  to  the  defendant  (2).  "  The  admission  of  an 
agent,  (continued  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,)  cannot  be  as- 
'  similated  to  the  admission  of  the  principal.  A  party  is 
bound  by  his  own  admission,  and  is  not  permitted  to  con- 
tradict it.  But  it  is  impossible  to  say,  a  man  is  precluded 
from  questioning  or  contradicting  any  thing,  that  any  per- 
son may  have  asserted,  as  to  his  conduct  or  agreement, 
merely  because  that  person  has  been  an  agent  (a).  If  any 
fact,  material  to  the  interest  of  either  party,  rests  in  the 
knowledge  of  an  agent,  the  general  rule  is,  that  it  ought  to 
be  proved  by  his  testimony,  nbt  by  his  mere  assertion.'' 

The  force  and  effect  of  an  admission  must  of  course  de- 
pend upon  the  circumstances  under  which  it  has  been 
made.  In  many  cases,  it  will  be  evidence  of  the  strongest 
kind,  if  clearly  proved :'  in  some,  it  amounts  to  little.  A 
full  and  free  admission  of  a  debt  is,  unless  satisfaictorily  ex- 
plained, conclusive  against  the  party  who  makes  it.  On 
the  other  hand,  an  offer  to  pay  money  by  way  of  compro- 
mise, and  to  get  rid  of  an  action,  is  not  evidence  of  a 
debt  (3) ;  in  such  cases,  the  point  to  be  considered  is,  what 
the  view  and  intention  of  the  party  was  in  making  the 
offer,  whether  to  buy  peace,  or  from  a  conviction  of  the 

(1)  10  Ves.  128.  1«8;  Young  v.  Wright,  1  Campb, 

(2)  Fairlie  ▼.  HastingB,  10  Vea.    139 ;  Wilson  v.  Turner,  1  Taont  398. 

(3)  BuU.  N.  P.  [236.] 


(a)  Vide  ante  76.  n.  (a) 
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justice  of  *the  demand  against  him.  '*  Thus,  if  A.  sue  B. 
for  lOOL,  and  B.  offer  to  pay  him  20L,  it  shall  not  be  re- 
ceived in  evidence,  for  this  neither  admits  nor  ascertains 
any  debt,  and  is  no  more  than  saying  he  would  give  20l«  to 
get  rid  of  the  action.  But  if  an  account  consists  of  ten  ar- 
ticles, and  B.  admits  that  a  particular  one  is  due,  it  is  good 
evidence  for  so  much  (I).''  Admissions  of  particular  ar- 
ticles before  an  arbitrator  are  also  evidence  under  the 
same  limitation,  that  is,  when  they  are  made,  not  with  a 
view  to  a  compromise,  but  while  the  parties  are  contesting 
their  rights  (2). 

Admissions  by  a  party  to  the  suit  are  evidence,  whether 
made  before  or  after  the  commencement  of  the  action  (a), 
whether  before  arrest  or  after,  whether  in  writing  or  by 
parol.  The  recital  of  a  fact  in  the  counterpart  of  an  in- 
denture is  evidence  against  the  party  by  whom  the  deed  is 
executed  (3).  So,  answers  in  chancery  are  evidence  in 
trials  at  law  against  the  party  that  made  them  (4),  and  very 
strong  evidence,  as  they  are  delivered  in  upon  oath. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe,  that  the  whole  of  the 
answer  or  admission  must  be  4aken  together,  in  order  to 
show  distinctly  the  full  meaning  and  sense  of  the  party  (b). 
Thus,  if  a  person,  in  making  an  admission  against  his  own 
interest,  refers  to  a  written  paper,  without  which  the  ad- 
mission is  not  complete,  the  contents  of  the  paper  ought  to 
be  shown,  before  the  statement  can  be  used  as  evidence 

(1)  Bun.  N.  p.  [236J  (3)  Burleigfa  r.  Stibbs,  5  T.  R. 

(t)  Bull.  N.  P.  lb.  1  P.  Wnui.  497.    465.    See  mfroy  as  to  recitias. 
Slack  T.  Buchanan,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.         (4)  Bull.  N«  P.  237. 
5.     Waldridge  v.  Kennison.  1  Esp. 
N.  P.  C.  143.  . 

>     (a)  Vide  Morris's  Lessee  v.  Fan  Dereny  1  DaU.  65.    Sluby  v. 
Chomplinj  4  Jdhns.  Rep,  461. 

(6)  Vide  Carver  v.  Tracy^  3  Jchns,  Rep,  427.  Fenner  v.  Lrr- 
u,  10  Johns,  Rep,  38.  Credit  v.  Brovm^  Ibid,  365.  Hopkins  t. 
Sm&ij  11  Johns,  Rep,  161.  Waggoner  r,  Gray*s  Administrators^ 
8  Hen,  4*.  Mwu  603.  Newman  r.  Bradley,  1  Doll,  240.  Far- 
rea  V.  M'Clea,  Id.  392. 
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against  the  party  (5).  Or,  if  a  person  says,  "  that  he  did 
owe  a  debt,  but  that  he  had  paid  it,^'  such  an  admission 
will  not  be  received  as  evidence  to  prove  the  debt,  without 
being  also  evidence  of  the  payment  (6).  What  he  has 
said  in  his  own  favour  may  perhaps  weigh  very  little  with 
*  80  *the  jury,  while  his  admission  against  himself  may  be  con- 

clusive ;  however,  it  is  reasonable,  that  if  any  part  of  his 
statement  is  admitted  in  evidence,  the  whole  should  be  ad-^ 
mitted(l). 

An  admission  by  the  defendant,  that  he  owes  a  certain 
sum  of  money  to  the  plaintiff,  is  strong  evidence  against 
him  in  an  action  to  recover  the  debt,  but  it  will  not  be  con- 
elusive  ;  the  defendant,  if  he  can,  may  prove  the  fact  of 
payment,  or  show  a  receipt,  or  give  other  evidence  to  re* 
pel  the  presumption  arising  from  his  acknowledgment.-  A 
bill  delivered  by  an  attorney  to  his  client,  for  business  done 
during  a  certain  period,  is  strong  presumptive  evidence 
•against  any  additional  iteni  within  the  same  period ;  but 
the  bill  is  not  like  a  deed  to  operate  as  an  estoppel,  and 
the  party  will  be  at  liberty  to  prove  the  fact  of  his  having 
transacted  other  business  for  the  defendant  (2).  A  notice 
to  quit  at  a  certain  time  is  prima  facie  evidence,  that  the 
tenancy  commenced  at  that  period,  if  the  notice  was  served 
personally  on  the  tenant,  and  if  he  made  no  objection  to  the 
time  of  quitting  mentioned  in  the  notice  (3)#  The  circum* 
stance,  of  his  not  making  such  an  objection  has  been  con- 
sidered as  prima  facie  evidence  of  an  admission  and  ac- 
quiescence* If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  should  be  made  to 
appear,  that  at  the  time  of  the  service  the  tenant  ^id  not 
look  at  the  notice  so  as  to  know  its  contents,  such  evidence 
would  completely  repel  the  supposition  of  any  acquiesce'hce 
on  the  part  of  the  tenant ;  for  he  cannot  be  supposed  to  ad- 

(5)  See  Jacob  v.  Lindsay,  1  East  (1)  See  also  Green  ▼.  Donn,  ^ 
462.    Smith  v.  Young,  1  Campb.  N.  Camp.   N.   P.    C.  215.     Smith  v. 
P.  C.  439.     Ld.  Barrymore  v.  Taj-  Younj^,  1  Campb.  N.  P.  C.  439. 
lor,  1  £sp.  N.  P.  C.  325.    Randle  (2)  Loveridge  v.  Botham,  1  Bos. 
T.  Blackburn,  5  Taunt.  245.  k  PuL  49. 

(6)  Anonym,  case,  cited  12  Vin.  (3)  Doe  d.  Clargcs  t,  Forster,  IS 
Abr.  (A.  b.  23.)  East  405. 
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mil  ft  fact,  of  which  he  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in- 
formed* 


*Sect«  Yi  *^* 

Of  the  Admissibiliiy  ofiht  Confession  of  a  Prisoner  againsi 

himself 

f  Since  an  admission  is  evidence  against  a  party  in  civil 
suits,  with  much  stronger  reason  is  the  voluntary  coU'' 
fession  of  a  prisoner  evidence  against  him  on  a  criminal 
prosecution;  for  it  is  not  to  be  conceived,  that  a  man 
would  be  induced  to  make  a  free  confession  of  guilty 
so  contrary  to  the  feelings  and  principles  of  human  nature^ 
if  the  facts  confessed  were  not  true*  The  general  rule  on 
this  subject  was  very  fully  considered  in  a  judgment  deli** 
vered  by  Mr.  Justice  Grose^  on  a  case  reserved  for  the 
opinion 'of  the  twelve  judges  (1) ;  and  it  seems  to  be  now 
clearly  established,  that  a  free  and  voluntary  confession  hf 
a  person  accused  of  an  offence,  whether  made  before  his  . 
apprehension  or  after,  Whether  on  a  judicial  examination 
or  after  commitment,  whether  reduced  into  writing  or  nbt^ 
in  shorty  that  any  voluntary  confession,  made  by  a  prison* 
er  to  any  person  at  any  time  or  place,  is  strong  evidence 
against  him  ;  and,  if  satisfactorily  proved,  sufficient  to  con- 
vict without  any  corroborating  circumstance  (2).  But  the 
confession  must  be  voluntary,  not  obtained  by  impropei' 
influence,  nor  drawn  from  the  prisoner  by  means  of  a  threat 
or  promise :  for,  however'slight  the  promise  or  threat  majr 
have  been^  a  confession  so  obtained  cannot  be  received  in 
evidence  (3),  on  account  of  the  uncertainty  and   doubt^ 

(1)  Lambe^fl  caie,  2  Leach  Cr.  C.  (3)  TbompaoD^s  caje,  1  Leach  Cfi 
625.  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2.  c.  46.  s..  C.  327.  Cass's  case,  q.  (a),  ib.  SSS* 
31.     Thomas's  case,  2  Leach  728.       WarwicksbaJI^s  case,  1  Leach  Cn 

(2)  Wheeling's   case,    cor.    Ld.    C.  299. 
KeDjon,  C.  J.  1  Leach  Cr.  C.  349. 

II.  (a). 
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whether  it  was  not  made  rather  from  a  motive  of  featr  or  of 
interest  than  from  a  sense  of  guilt  (&)• 

In  Lambe's  case  (4),  before  mentioned,  the  question  for 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  was,  whether  a  written  examina- 
^  82  ^tion,  taken  by  a  committing  magistrate  and  containing  a 

confession,  which  the  prisoner  on  hearing  it  read  over  to 
bim  admitted  to  be  true  but  refused  to  sign,  ought  to  have 
been  received  in  evidence,  as  it  was  not  signed  either  by 
the  magistrate  or  by  the  prisoner ;  and  a  majority  of  the 

(4)  2  Leach  Or.  0.  265»    Thomasis  case,  ib.  727,  S.  P. 

■ I  ■  I     I    ■       .1  I  ■  I  I       «  m-m^ma^    II  I  III..  ■  I  Mil- 

(6)  Vide  BeWs  ccue,  I  M*J^aUy  43.  A  confession  extorted  by 
pei^nal  suffering  is  inadmissible.  State  v.  Jenkins^  2  Tyler  377. 
Vide  Cormiumwealth  v.  BaUit^  1  Mass.  Rep.  95.  CommonweaiA 
v.  Chubbocky  Id.  144.  Where  a  boy  of  about  12  years  old,  who  had 
been  indicted  for  arson,  was  urged  to  make  a  confession,  by  hold- 
ing out  the  expectation  of  pardon,  if  he  did,  and  by  threats  of  a 
rigorous  confinement  if  he  did  not,  but  without  effect ;  jand  who  af- 
terwards on  an  examination  before  a  magistrate  voluntarily  confess- 
ed the  crime }  the  court  seems  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the 
eonfession  was  admissible,  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  consider  wheth- 
er the  prisoner  had  falsely  declared  himself  guilty  or  not.  The 
Commonwealth  v.  Dillon^  4  DaU.  116.  The  following  observa- 
tions are  made  by  the  court  in  a  case  in  North  Carolina  :  Where 
A.  makes  a  confession  and  relates  circumstances  which  are  proven 
actually  to  have  existed  as  related  in  the  confession,  that  may  be 
evidence  sufficient  for  a  jury  to  proceed  upon  to  convict  the  pris- 
oner, but  a  naked  confession  unattended  with  circumstances,  is 
not  sufficient.  A  confession  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  is  a  very 
doubtful  species  of  evidence  and  to-be  received  with  great  caution; 
It  is  hardly  to  be  supposed  that  a  man  perfectly  possessed  of  him* 
self,  would  make  a  confession  to  take  away  his  own  life.  It  must 
generally  proceed  from  a  promise  or  hope  of  favour,  or  frcHn  » 
dread  of  punishment,  and  in  such  situations  the  inind  is  agitated — 
the  man  may  be  easily  tempted  to  go  further  than  the  truth.  Be- 
sides, the  witness  respecting  the  confession,  may  have  mistaken  bis* 
meaning.  How  easy  it  is  to  understand  the  speaker  different  from 
what  be  meant  ?  The  smallest  mistake  in  this  particuIaP  mig|it 
prove  £sitah    &tate  v.  Lon^^  1  Hayw.  455. 
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judges  held,  that  such  a  confession  would  have  been  evi- 
dence at  comipon  law,  and  that  it  is  not  rendered  inadmis- 
silble  by  any  provision  in  the  statutes  of  Philip  and  Mary 
respecting  examinations  and  informations'before  justices  of 
the  peace  (a).  If  a  prisoner's  confession,  even  when  not  re- 
duced into  writing,  be  evidence  against  him,  a  fortiori,  it 
must  be  admissible,  when  taken  down  in  writing ;  for,  the 
fact  confessed,  being  thus  rendered  less  doubtful,  is  of 
course  entitled  to  greater  credit ;  and  it  would  be  absurd  to 
say,  that  an  instrument  is  invalidated  by  a  circumstance 
which  gives  it  additional  strength  and  authenticity  (1).  . 

The  informations  against  the  prisoner  are  to  be  taken  on 
oath  \  the  examination  of  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  without 
oath  {2).  And  whenever  a  confession  is  given  in  evidence, 
the  whole  of  what  has  been  confessed  must  be  taken  togeth- 
er (3)  :  but  if  only  the  material  parts  of  the  confession  are 
taken  down  in  writing,  and  they  are  afterwards  read  over 
in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  admitted  by  him  to  be 
true,  that  admission  will  make  them  evidence  (4).     The 


(1)  See  Mr.  Justice  Grose's  iudg- 
ment  iq  Lambe's  case,  2  Leach  Cr. 
C.  629. 

(2)  Bull.  N.  P.  242.  Hawk.  P. 
C.  b.  2.  c.  46.  B.  37.    Ke]yiig2. 


(3)  Hawk.  ib.  s.  42.  R.  t. 
Paine,  5  Mod.  165. 

(4)  Lambe's  case,  2  Leacb  Cr.  C. 
265.  Milward  t.  Forbes,  4  fisp.  N. 
P.  C.  171. 


(a)  If  the  justice  do  not  take  down  the  confession  of  the  prisoner 
in  writing  according  to  the  directions  of  the  act,  the  justice  may, 
notwithstanding,  pro^  the  confession  that  was  made  to  him  ;  for 
there  would  be  an  impropriety  in  saying  that  evidence  may  be  re- 
ceived of  a  confession  made  before  a  private  man,  and  that  the 
same  confession  made  before  a  justice  shall  not,  because  he  hath 
omitted  to  perform  bis  duty.  State  v.  Irwin^  LHtsifBo.  112.  Ace. 
HalTscasey  Lent  assizes,  Stafford,  1790,  1  M'NaUy  40.  To  au- 
&orize  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  of  the  prisoner's  confession, 
it  must  be  clearly  proved  that  in  fact  his  examination  was  never 
reduced  to  writing.  1  M*NaUy  49,  50.  1  Leach  347.  It  does 
not  appear  necessary  that  the  magistrate  acting  judicially  under 
the  directions  of  the  statute,  should,  in  order  to  make  the  writteii 
confession  evidence,  warn  the  prisoner  of  its  effects  against  bim  jhi 
Irial.     )  M'J^My  38. 


? 
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statute  of  Philip  and  Mary  requires  the  Justice^  to  take  the 
examination,  or  so  much  thereof  as  is  material^  &c.  (b)*  The 
confession  is  evidence  only  against  the  person  confessing, 
not  against  others,  although  they  are  proved  to  be  his  ac-* 
complices*  It  was  resolved  by  all  the  judges  in  the  case 
of  ToQg  and  others  (5),  on  an  indictment  for  high  treason, 
that  a  confession  by  one  of  the  prisoners  was  evidence  only 
against  the  party  himself  who  m^e  the  confession,  and 
^  §9  could  not  *be  made  use  of  as  evidence  against  any  others, 

whom  on  his  examination  he  confessed  to  be  in  the  trea- 
son (a^« 

The  confession  of  a  prisoner  is  not  to  be  taken,  in  parts, 
but  the  whole  together ;  that  what  is  given  in  evidence 
piay  be  neither  more  nor  less  than  the  prisoner  intended^ 
If  the  confession  is  not  in  writing,  the  whole  of  what  the 
prisoner  said  must  be  fully  stated,  although  it  may  happen 
that  son^e  part  of  it  concerns  other  prisoners  who  are  tried 
on  the  same  indictment ;  in  such  a  case  it  is  not  possible  to 
make  any  selection,  for,  until  the  evidence  has  been  heard, 
it  cannot  be  known  what  it  is,  or  to  whom  it  relates ;  and 
all  that  can  be  done  is  to  direct  the  jury  not  to  take  into 
their  consideration  such  parts  as  affect  the  other  prisoners. 
But  a  distinction  might  perhaps  be  made  in  this  respect,  in 
ca^e  the  confession  has  been  reduced  into  writing,  if  that 
part  which  relates  to  the  other  prisoners  is  capable  of  be- 
ing separated  and  detached  from  the  rest,  and  can  be  omit- 
ted without  affecting  in  any  degree  the  prisoner's  narrative 
against  himself. 

It  has  been  determined  by  all  the  judges,  that,  although 
confessions  improperly  obtained  are  not  admissible,  yet  that 

(5)  Kelyng  18.,  res.  5.  Gilb.  £t.  lU^ 

iP)  Vide  Laws  of  New- York,  sess.  36.  c.  104.  s.  2.  2  R.  L.  607. 

(a)  It  was  determined  in  Rex  v.  Carty,  1  M^NaUx^  46.  in  Ire- 
land, that  where  the  accused  makes  a  confession  in  conversation, 
and  afterwards  makes  another  confession  before  a  magistrate,  act- 
ing judicially,  by  taking  down  the  sstme  in  writing,  the  conver^: 
tion  or  parol  confession  may  be  given  in  eyidence. 
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any  facts,  which  have  been  brought  to  light  in  consequence 
of  such  confessions^  may  be  properly,  received  in  evidence. 
Thusy  where  a  prisoner  was  charged,  as  accessary  after  thp 
fact,  with  having  received  property  knowing  it  to  b^ 
*  stolen,  proof  was  admitted  of  the  property  being  found 
concealed  in  the  prisoner's  lodgings,  although  the  know- 
ledge of  that  feet  bad  been  gained  fix>m  an  inadmissible 
confession  (1)«  Some  indeed  have  thought,  that  the  cir- 
cumstance, of  the  &ct  being  known  in  tonsequence  of  in- 
formation received  from  the  prisoner,  ought  not  to  be 
shown  at  the  trial*  But  a  different  practice  appears  to  be 
established  by  later  authorities;  and,  on  a  prosecution 
for  receiving  stolen  goods,  evidence  has  been  admitted 
that  the  prisoner  described  the  *place  where  the  goods  *  84 

were  concealed,  and  that  afterwards  they  had  been  found 
there ;  but  that  part  of  the  confession,  in  which  he  ac- 
knowledged that  he  himself  had  concealed  them^  was  re- 
jected, as  it  was  improperly  drawn  from  him(l).  *  There 
is  good  reason  for  this  distinction ;  for,  what  the  prisoner 
has  said  respecting  the  concealment  of  the  property,  is  as- 
certained to  be  true  by  the  fact  of  the  subsequent  discove- 
ry, but  the  other  part  of  the  confession,  in  which  he  charges 
himself  with  having  concealed  it,  may  have  been  made 
untruly  and  entirely  under  the  influence  of  the  threat  or 
promise  (a)* 

(1)  WarwickihalpB  case,  1  Leach  (1)  Grant^s  case,  and  Hoge's  case, 

Cr.  C.  300.  Mosey's  case,  ib.  d.  (a).  8  East  P.  C.  658.    1  Leach  Cr.  C. 

30t,  ,Lockhart«s  case,  ib.  430.  2  301.  d.  (a),S.C. 
East  P.  C.  S68,  S.  C. 

(a)  Where  a  prisoner  indicted  for  murder  on  being  struck  by 
the  persona  who  took  bim,  confessed  that  he  killed  the  deceased, 
described  the  place  where  he  had  hid  the  body,  and  mentioned 
other  circumstances,  which  were  proved  actually  to  have  existed 
as  he  mentioned  them,  it  was  held,  that  a  confession  whether  ex- 
torted or  not,  that  relates  a  number  of  circumstances  which  the 
prisoner  could  not  well  be  acquainted  with  but  as  perpetrator  of 
the  crime,  all  which  circumstances  are  proved  by  the  other  testi- 
mony, to  have  actually  existed,  is  such  testimony  as  should  be  left 
to  the  consideration  of  a  jury.     State  r.  Moore,  1  Hatfw,  482. 
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In  cases  of         There  has  been  some  difference  of  opinion,  respecting 
^7  ^e.  sufficiency  of  this  kind  of  evidence  in  trials  of  high 

treason.  The  stat.  of  the  7th  W.  3.  c  3.  s.  3.  enacts, 
''  that  no  person  shall  be  indicted,  tried,  or  attainted,  for 
high  treason  or  misprision  of  high  treason,  but  upon  the ' 
oaths  and  testimony  o|  two  witnesses,  either  both  of  them 
to  the  same  overt  act,  or  one  of  them  to  one,  and  the  other 
of  them  to  another  overt  act  of  the  same  treason,  unless 
the  party  indicted  and  arraigned  shall  willingly  without 
violence  in  open  court  confess  the  same  (6).''  Mr.  Justice 
Foster  (2)  seems  to  have  been  of  <^inioh,  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  by  this  section  to  require  two  witnesses  to 
the  overt  acts  in  all  cases,  except  where  the  prisoner  con- 
fessed the  treason  upon  his  arraignment  in  open  court,  and 
that  to  warrant  a  conviction  there  must  be  proof  of  the 
overt  acts  upon  oath,  not  merely  proof  of  the  confession  of 
the  overt  acts*  '^  But,  he  adds  (3),  perhaps  it  may  now 
be  too  late,  to  controvert  the  authority  of  the  opinion  in 
1716,  in  Francia^s  case,  warranted  as  it  hath  been  by  later 
precedents  (4).^'  All  the  judges,  on  a  conference  prepar- 
atory to  the  trial  of  Francia  (5)',  held,  that  a  confession  of 
the  overt  acts,  if  proved  by  two  witnesses,  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  convict  the  prisoner  (c).  The  same  construction 
S5  *of  the  statute  was  adopted  in  Greg^s  case  (1 ),  by  six  judg- 

es against  two :  in  Berwick^s  case  (2),  by  Ld.  C.  J.  Willes 
and  Sir  Thomas  Abney  against  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 

(2)  See  Fost.  Disc.  240. 243.  Wfl-  ^  (6)  Francia's  case,  1716.  Mr.  J. 
fis^s  case,  ib.  242.    Smith's  case,  ib.  Burnet's  MS.  1  East  P.  C.  13S. 

(3)  Foet.  Disc.  243.  (1)  Greg's  case,  1  East  P.  C.  134, 

(4)  See  Fost.  Disc.  11.  note.  (2)  Fost.  Disc.  10. 

(6)  Vide  Laws  of  New*Yodc,  sess.  24.  c.  29.  s.  5.  1  R.  L.  145. 
which  is  a  transcript  of  the  English  statute  cited  in  the  text.  The 
coiistitutioD  of  the  United  States  directs,  that  **  no  person  shall  be 
convicted  of  treason,  unless  on  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  to 
the  same  overt  act,  or  on  confession  in  open  court."  Art.  3.  sect, 
3.  vide  act  of  April  30,  1790.     1  L.  U.  S.  100. 

(c)  Vide  Respvblica  v.  M'Cariy,  2  Doll.  86^. 
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Foster  f  and  by  the  judges  in  the  commission,  on  the  triai 
of  the  rebels  in  1 746  (3). 

With  regard  to  all  collateral  fects,  which  do  not  con- 
duce to  the  proof  of  the  overt  acts,  it  may  be  l^id  down  ais 
a  general  rule^  that  whatever  was  evidence  of  them  at 
common  law  b  still  good  evidence  under  the  statute  (4)« 
Such  facts  may  therefore  be  proved  by  a  single  witness. 
Thus,  in  Vaughan^s  case  (5),  where  the  prisoner  endeav- 
oured to  prove  himself  a  subject  of  France,  the  counsel 
for  the  crown  produced  evidence  of  his  being  born  in  Ire- 
land ;  and,  on  its  being  objected  by  the  prisoner's  connsel, 
that  there  was  but  one  credible  witness  to  that  feet.  Lord 
Hojt,  C.  J.  said,  ^'  that  it  is  no  overt  act ;  if  there  be  one 
witness  to  that,  it  is  enough :  there  need  not  be  two  wit- 
nesses, to  prove  him  a  subject.'' 

From  Che  above-cited  cases,  it  appears  now  to  be  an 
established  rule,  that  a  full  and  voluntary  confession  by 
the  prisoner  'of  the  overt  acts  charged  against  him  is  of 
•itself  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction.  And,  al- 
though  Mr.  Justice  Foster  suggests  (6),  that  ^'  the  rule,  for 
admitting  a  confession  against  the  prisoner,  ought  not  to 
extend  further  than  to  a  confession  made  during  the  so- 
lemnity (tf  an  examination  before  a  magistrate  or  before 
some  person  having  authority  to  take  it,  when  the  party 
may  be  presumed  to  be  {Ht>perly  upon  his  guard  and  ap- 
prised of  its  danger,"  no  distinction  of  this  kind  is  to  be 
found  in  the  authorities  before  mentioned.  On  the  contra- 
ry in  Francia's  case  the  judges  resolved,  that  the  cohfes- 
sion  would  be  evidence,  whether  made  before  a  magistrate 
or  in  *the  course  of  conversation  (1).    And  there  appears  ^S6 

to  be  no  solid  ground  for  such  a  distinction  ;  as  confessions 
are  admissible  in  trials  for  high  treason,  precisely  on  the 
same  principle,  which  made  them  evidence  at  common  law. 
The  observations  of  Mr.  Justice  Foster  relate  to  the.efiecl 

(3)  Fo«t.  Disc.  p.  11.  D.  (t),  1  (6)  Foat.  Diflc.  243.    4   Black. 

East  P.  C.  134.  Com.  356. 

J 4)  Fost.  Disc.  242.  (1)  See  Burnet,  J.  MS.  cited  1 

S)  5  State  Tr.  17.    Fdit.  Disc.  £ast  F.  C.  133.,  and  Kelyng  19. 
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rather  than  to  the  admissibility  of  this  sort  of  evidence,  and 
are  equally  applicable  to  confessions  in  any  other  criminal 
case.  ^^  Hasty  confessions,  he  says,  (2),  made  to  persons 
having  no  authority  to  .examine,  are  the  weakest  and  most 
suspicious  of  all  evjdende*  Proof  may  be  too  easily  pro- 
cured :  words  are  .often  mis-reported,  (whether  through 
ignorance,  inattention,  or  malice — it  niattereth  not  to  the 
defendant-^he  is  equally  affected  in  either  case :)  they  are 
extremely  liable  to  misconstruction :  and  withal,  this  evi- 
dence is  not,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  to  be  dis-' 
proved  by  that  sort  of  negative  evidence,  by  which, the 
proof  of  plain  iaci^  may  be  and  often  is  confronted*'' 

Sect.  VL 

Of  the .  AdmUsibility  4)f  the  Party  injured^  as  Witness  in 

Criminal  Prosecutions.  . 

It  is  a.  ^eneraUrule,  that  in  criminal  prosecutions  the 
injured  party  may  be  a  witness  :  althotigh  on  the  convic-* 
tion  of  the  prisoner  he  will  in  many  cases  be  entitled  to  a 
reward.*    . 

(2)  Fost.  Disc.  243. 

*  A  reward  of 40).  is  granted  forapprefaending  and  prosecntmg  ix>  con^' 
trktion  highway  robbers,  (4  W.  &  M.  c.  8.  s.  2.,)  offenders  against  the 
iLCts  for  preventing  counterfeited  coin,  &c.  (Str  6  W.  3.  c.  17.  s.  9. :  15 
G.  2.  c.  28.  8.  7.,)  prisoners  charged  with  burglary  or  breaking  and  enter- 
ing houses  in  the  day-time,  (St.  6  Ann.  c.  31.  s.  4.,)  or  charged  with  tak- 
ing rewards  for  helping  to  stolen  goods  without  prosecuting  the  felon,  (St. 
6  G.  1.  c«  23«  s.  9.)  A  reward  of  501.  is  granted  for  apprehending  and 
convicting  smugglers  who  oppose  custom-house  and  excise  officers  by  force 
of  arms,  &c.  (St.  9  G.  2.  c.  35.  s.  11.,)  or  offenders  against  the  Black  Act, 
(St.  9  G.  1.  c.  22.  s.  12. :)  and  a  reward  of  101.  for  apprehending  and  con* 
▼icting  stealers  of  sheep  or  other  cattle.  The  apprehenders  of  hig^w^y 
robbers  are  also  entitled  to  the  robber^s  goods  found  upon  him,  provided 
they  were  not  before  stolen.  By  the  stat.  21  Hen.  8.  c.  11.,  the  person 
from  whom  money  or  goods  have  been  stolen,  is  entitled  to  restitution,  on 
(he  conviction  of  the  Jobber.     By  the  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  9.  s*  8.,  persons  co»^ 
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It  is  the  constant  practice  on  an  indictment  for  robbery, 
to  admit  the  evidence  of  the  person  who  has  been  robbed ; 
and  it  is  not  a  sufficient  objection,  that  he  will  be  entitled 
to  the  restitution  of  his  property,  on  the  conviction  of  the 
offender  («)•  The  same  evidence  is  admitted  in  prosecu* 
tions  for  a  cheat  (1 ),  or  for  perjury  (2) ;  and,  in  the  case  of 
perjury,  it  is  not  material^  whether  he  has  or  has  not  satis- 
fied the  judgment  in  the  suit  in  which  the  perjury  was  com- 
mitted. It  was,  indeed,  at  one  time  thought  an  indispen" 
saUe  requisite  to  show  the  judgment  satisfied  (3) ;  on  the 
supposition,  that  in  case  of  his  procuring  a  conviction,  he 
might  use  it  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief  in  equity 
against  the  judgment*  But,  as  it  is  now  an  established 
rule,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  relief  on  a  con^ 
viction,  which  proceeds  on  the  evidence  of  the  prosecu«< 
tor  (4),  there  can  be  no  objection  to  his  being  admitted  a 

(1)  Parru's  case,  1  Veal.  49.    2    oyerruling  the  three  last  DAeDtione^ 
3.  431.  S.  C.    ]t.T.  Macartnej,  1    cases. 

8alk.  286.  (3)  R.  v.  £den,  1  Eip.  N.  C.  P. 

(2)  R.  Y.  Brougfaton,  t  Str.  1230.    97.  R.  v.  Dalbj,  Peake  N.  P.  C.  12. 
R.  V.  Boston,  4  East  581.  contra.     (6). 

R.  T.  EUJs,  2  Sir.  1 104.  R.  v.  Nunez,        (4)  B^et  v.  Pickers^U,  cited  in 

2  Str.  1942.,  R.  r.  Whitfeg,  1  Sa]k.  Abraham  ▼.  Bann,  4  Bur.  2255.  bj 

283.    But  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Abra-  Ld/  Mansfiekl,  C.  J^,  and  in  R.  v. 

ham  q.  t.  v.  Bunn,  4  Burr.  2255.  Boston,  4  East  577.  by  Ld«  Ellen-* 

cites  the  case  of  R«  t.  Broughton  as  borou|^. 

victed  of  peijmy  within  that  act  are  siibiect  to  certain  forfeftores,  a  moiety 
of  which  b  for  the  party  grieved^  and  t6  be  recotered  by  action.  By  St^ 
25  6.  2.  c.  38.  s.  11.,  in  case,  of  a  conviction  of  felony,  the  prosecutor  is  en* 
titled  to  his  expenses  of  prosecution,  as  may  seem  reasonable  to  the  Court, 
on  considertKtion  of  his  circumstances ;  and,  in  the  case  of  a  writ  of  certiorari 
obtained  by  a  person  who  had  been  indicted  before  the  quarter  sessions,  the 
party  injured  prosecuting  will  be  entitled  to  coets  on  the  conviction  of  the 
defendant,  by  St.  5, 6  W.  3.  c.  11.  8«  3.  It  may  be  observed  generally,  of 
an  those  cases,  that  such  circumstances  will  not  affect  the  comptttncy  of 
the  witness.  If  his  evidence  were  to  be  excluded,  the  very  object  of  the 
legislature  would  in  most  cases  be  entirely  defeated. 


iMk*. 


(a)  Vide  CommonemeaUk  v.  JIf  ou/ton,  9  Mass.  Rep.  30. 

(6)  Vide  R^x  v.  D'Faria^  Peake  104,  which  was  an  indictmeut 
for  perjury  in  a  suit  in  the  prerogative  eourt  respecting  a  will,  and 
the  will  having  been  established,  the  executrix  and  residuary  le- 
.^l^atee  was  held  a  competent  witness. 
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witness  (c).     And  in  other  cases,  the  party  aggrieved  will 
*  M  be  allowed  to  give  ^evidence  on  a  criminal  prosecution, 

as  he  cannot  afterwards  avadl  himself  of  the  record*  of  con^ 
viction  in  any  ftiture  suit,  iff  order  to  prove  the  criniinal 
act  (1  )•  For  this  reason,  it  is^coticeived,  On  ai>  indictment 
for  perjury  the  party  injured  may  be  a  witness,  whether 
the  prosecution  is  by  the  common  law  or  founded  on  the 
Stat.  5  Eliz*  c*  9.,  which  gives  him  half  the  forfeiture  in- 
curred ;  for,  if  in  an  action  to  recover  his  moiety  he  would 
be  prechided  from  giving  the  conviction  in  evidence,  the 
objoetion  against  his  ccMnpetency  seems  to  be  removed.* 
Ai  the  case  of  Ad  exception,  however,  has  been  made  to  this  general 
»««7-  iule,  in  die  case  of  a  prosecution  for  forgery,  in  which  the 
party,  by  whom  an  instrument  purpofts  to  be  made,  is  not 
admitted  to  prove  it  forged,  if  he  would  either  be  liable  to* 
be  sued  upon  the  instrument,  (supposing  it  genuine),  or  be 
thereby  deprived  of  a  legal  claim  against  another  (2).  And 
it  seems  to  be  the  prevailing  opinion,  that  his  incompetency 
is  not  con^ned  to  thn  single  point  of  falsifying  the  hand- 
writing, but  that  he  is  equally  incompetent  to  prove  any 
other  fact,  which  contributes  to  the  proof  of  the  forgery, 
or,  in  other  words,  any  fact  conducive  to  the  general  con- 
cfusion.  This  subject  was  much  discussed  in  a  late  case  (3)^ 

(T)  Bartlet  ▼.  PickengiU,  4  East  C.    RtuaePs  caae,  1  Leach  10.  Caf- 

577.  n.  (6).    R.  v.  Boston,  4  East  fj^s  case,  2  East^s  P.  C.  995.   Tay- 

581.   Smith  v.  Rummens,  1  Campb.  lor's  case,  1  Leach  SS5.    Crocker's 

N.  P.  C.  9.  Hathaway  t.  Barrow,  case,  2  New  Rep.  87. 
1  Campb.  N.  P.  C.  tsr.    1  Taunt.         (3)  Crocker^s  case,  Salisb.  Ass. 

620.  1805,  cor.  Le  Blanc,  J.,  2  Bos.  and 

(2)  Watrs  case.  Hard.  33t«    3  Pul.  N.  R.  87.  90.    R.  t,  Bnntrng, 

SaUc  172.  S.  C.     Rhodes's  case,  2  2  East  P.C.  996. 
Str.  72^.     T  L^ach  Cr.  C.  29.  S. 

*  Ruled  contra  in  an  old  case ;  Bacon^s  case,  2  Roll.  Abr.  685 ;  BoU.  N.^ 
P.  289.  S.  C.     Gilb.  Ev.  111.  S.  C. 

(c)  Vide  State  v.  H assets  Tayl,  55.  On  an  indictment  under  the 
act  of  Congress  of  March  26,  1804,  for  destroying  a  vessel  at  sea, 
with  intent  to  prejudice  the  underwriters,  the  president  of  the  In- 
surance Company  was  admitted  to  prove  the  order  for  insurance, 
and  the  subscription  to  the  policy.  The,  United  Statei  v»  Johnw^ 
•4  Dali.  412. 
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^here,  on  a  prosecution  for  forging  a  promissory  oote,  oa 
which  there  was  an  indorsement  in  the  prisoner's  band- 
writing,  that  a  year's  interest  had  been  paid,  one  of  the 
points  reserved  was,  whether  the  person,  by  whom  the  note 
purported  to  be  made,  ought  to  have  been  permitted  to 
prove  that  he  had  never  paid  any  interest  on  the  note,  *a5  *^^ 

was  p^^teaded  by  the  iadorsement.  This  evidence  was 
recejived  on  the  triaJ,  the  fact  of  the  forgery  having  beea 
first  proved ;  but^  accordiag  to  the  report,  it  seems  to  have 
been  generally  understood  that  Hae  majoriiy  of  the  judget 
consideired  ithe  evidence  inadmissible^*  When,  however, 
the  fact  is  merely  collateral,  and  does  sot  in  any  way  con- 
tribute to  the  proof  of  the  forgery,  as,  where  a  witness  is 
called  to  prove  himself  the  person,  whom  the  prisoner  in- 
tended to  personate  or  describe,  in  such  a  case  his  testi- 
mony )ias  been  admitted  (1 ). 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add,  that  if  the  witness  would 
not  incur  any  loss,  nor  be  liable  to  a  suit,  whatever  may  be 
^be  result  pf  the  prosecution,  his  evidence  ought  to  be  rcr 
ceived  {a).  Thus,  o^  an  indictment  for  forging  a  bank 
note,  in  the  name  of  a  cashirrof  the  bank  of  England  '^  for 
the  governor  and  company,"  the  cafihier,  not  being  charge-  ^ 
;9tble,  may  be  a  witness  (2)«  And  on  a  prosecution  for  forg- 

(1)  Paifs  case,  2  Leach  Cr.  C.        (9)  Newjand's  case,  1  Leach,  Cr. 
4«7.  491.    2  East  P.  C.  997.  S.  C,    C.  350. 

*  Lord  EUenborongh,  C.  J.,  the  Chief  Baron  Macdonald,  Mr.  Justice 
Lawrence,  and  Mr.  Jostice  Le  Blanc,  thought  the  witness  admTssible,  be- 
cause it  had  been  sufficiently  proved  before,  that  the  note  was  not  signed  by 
him;  and  they  thought  him  admissible  to  all  points  except  that  of  the  forgery. 
Some  of  the  other  judges  seemed  to  think,  that  to  points  perfectly  collateral 
h0  would  hare  been  admissible,  but  they  considered  the  point,  to  which  he 
called,  as  contributing  to  prove  the  forgery.    M.  S. 


(a)  But  in  a  case  at  the  Old  Bailey,  Sept.  1792,  the  obligor  in 
a  bond  being  indicted  for  altering  a  receipt  for  interest,  so  as  to 
make  it  appear  a  receipt  for  principal  and  interest,  Mn  Baron 
Hatfiam  held  the  obligee  to  be  an  incompetent  witness,  aitbongfa  he 
bad  obtained  a  yerdict  invalidating  the  receipt,  as  judgooent  bnA 
Mt  Jl>een  entered  up.  2  Evan^s  Path.  315^ 
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ing  an  acceptance  to  a  bill  of  exchange,  where  the  banker 
had  paid  the  bill,  but  suspecting  a  forgery,  had  not  debited 
the  person  whose  name  was  forged,  this  persoQ  was  ad- 
UMlted  to  give  evidence  (3). 

Upon  what  principle,  it  may  be  asked,  is  a  parly,  by 
whom  an  instrument  purports  to  be  made,  incompetent  to 
prove  it  forged  ?    In  Watt's  case  (4),  on  an  information 
*  90  for  *the  forgery  of  a  deed  purporting  to  be  the  revocation 

of  a  will,  it  was  adjudged  by  the  barons  of  the  exchequer 
after  a  conference  with  the  judges  of  the  King's  Bench,  that 
no  legatee  named  in  the  will,  nor  any  other  person  who  k  a 
loser  by  the  deed,  or  who  may  receive  any  advantage  from 
the  verdict,  can  be  a  witness  for  the  prosecution  :  and  a 
distinction  was  ma<^  between  the  case  of  an  indictment  for 
a  battery,  (where,  it  was  admitted,  the  person  beaten  may 
be  witness,  because  he  can  reap  no  benefit  by  the  verdict 
in  another  suit,)  and  the  cases  of  forgery,  perjury,  or  usury, 
in  which,  it  was  said,  the  party  aggrieved  may  have  an  ad- 
vantage by  the  verdict,  and  therefore,  shall  not  be  re» 
ceived  as  a  witness.  It  is,  however,  now  an  established 
rule,  that  on  a  prosecution  fcr  perjury  (1)  the  party  ag- 
grieved is  competent  s  and,  that  a  person  who  has  borrow* 
ed  money  on  an  usurious  transaction,  is  also  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  penalties  against 
the  lender  (2) ;  for  he  gains  nothing  by  the  event  of  the 
^uit,  nor  can  he  give  the  judgment  in  evidence  in  an  ac- 
tion against  him  for  the  money  lent.  The  case  of  forgery, 
therefore,  stands  by  itself,  and  is  considered  an  anomaly  in 
the  law  of  evidence.  The  reason  assigned  in  Watt's  case 
is,  that  the  witness  would  receive  a  bendit  fi-om  the  vej** 
diet;  and  it  has  been  suggested (3),  that  he  is  interested 

(3)  Usher's  case,  1  Leach  Cr.  C.  field  says,  that  this  and  other  cases 

57. ;  and  see  Well's  case,  Bull.  N.  of  the  same  kind  ^'  were  not  coosi- 

?.  289,  S  East  P,  C.  1000.  S.  C. ;  dered  or  looked  into.» 

Bponsonby's  case,  \  Leach  Cr,  C.  (\)  See  ante,  p.  87.  (o). 

•^74.  (2)  Abraham  q.  t.   v.  Bunn,  4 

C4)  WaU's  case,  3  Salk.   ITO^  Burr.  2251,    Smith  t.  Prager,7T. 

more  ftilly  reported  in  Hardr,  331.  R.  60.   See  ante,  p.  39. 

Pee  4  Bijrr,  2254.,  Wfjere  Ld.  M^ns,  (3)  2  East  P.  C.  994. 
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to  procure  a  convktion,  ou  the  ground  that  a  conviction 
would  have  the  effect  of  inducing  a  forfeiture,  and  thus 
defeat  every  leg%l  claim  or  security  which  the  prisoner 
might  have  upon  the  instrument.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
may  be  said,  if  the  party,  by  whom  the  instrument  purports 
to  be  made,  were  admitted  a  witness,  he  would  not  be  al- 
lowed afterwards  to  produce  the  record  of  conviction  in  a 
civil  ftuit  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  supposed  forfeiture, 
because  the  parties  in  tke  action  would  not  be  the  same  as 
in  the  prosecution,  but  principally,  because  the  conviction 
most  have  proceeded  partly  upon  his  own  testimony.  And, 
if  he  would  be  precluded  *from  using  the  record  of  convic- 
tion against  the  prisoner,  and  might,  therefore,  be  admit- 
ted lo  give  evidence  on  the  trial  consistently  with  the  ge- 
neral rule ;  still  lafts  reason  is  there  lor  exchiding  him  in 
those  cases,  where  the.  instrument  purports  to  be  made  fpr. 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person,  or  where  it  has  since  become 
a  third  person^  property,  in  either.of  which joases  it  would 
not  be  liable  to  forfeiture.  With  regard  t6  any  probable 
advantage  which  the  witness  may  be  supposed  to  receive 
from  a  conviction,  (whether  by  the  practice  of  impounding 
forged  instruments,  or  by  the  prisoner's  being  disabled 
from  giving  evidence  in  any  ftiture  suit,  or  from  the  great 
probability  of  his  failing  in  an  action  in  consequence  of  the 
discredit  which  a  conviction  must  throw  upon  the  instru- 
ment,) these  are  circumstances  which  a  jury  would  be  di- 
rected to  consider  as  forming  a  strong  bias  on  the  wit- 
nesses mind,  but  which  cannot  render  him  incompetent  (a). 
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(a)  The  rule  that  a  party  by  whom  an  instrument  purports  to 
be  made,  is  incompetent  to  prove  it  forged,  has  not  generally  been 
'  acquiesced  in,  in  this  country.  In  Massachusetts  and  Pennsylvania, 
a  contrary  doctrine  has  been  established.  Commonwealth  v.  Hvt- 
Mtuony  1  Man.  Rep.  7.  CommanmeaUh  v.  Snell,  3  Mass,  Rep. 
St.  RespMica  v.  K eating ^  1  DaU.  1 10.  Respubltca  v.  Ross^  2 
DaU.  239.  Mr.  Day  considers  the  law  in  Connecticut  as  unsettled 
jon  this  point,  2  JVew  Rep.  Day's  Ed.  96.  n.  (1),  The  English  rule 
was  adopted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of  New- York  in 
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Sbct/VIL 

Of  certain  Exceptiotia  to  the  general  Rule  on  ih  Suhject  of 

Interest, 

It  has  been  before  stated  as  a  general  rule,  that  all  per* 
sons,  who  gain  or  lose  directly  by  the  event  of  a  cause,  arc 
incompetent  to  give  evidence.  There  are,  however,  se- 
veral exceptions  to  this  general  rule :  some,  by  act  of  par- 
liament, as,  where  informers  and  the  inhabitants  of  pa- 
rishes or  other  districts  are  admitted ;  others  from  neces- 
sity or  a  principle  of  public  policy,  as,  where  evidence  is 

W^^^m     -  >■       t  — ■■      -     _    1  _r    -  ^   -   -        -  ■    _  -      ^  -- ^ ^^^— ^-^^^^^i^^^ 

A  case  in  1794  ^on  which  Ch.  J.  Kent  makes  (he  foHowing  remarks  : 
'<  The  grounds  or  reasons  of  that  decision  are  not  before  the  public, 
and  we,  therefore,  do  not  know  them.  It  is  probable  that  the  Court 
assumed  the  Eoglish  rule,  as  they  found  it  then  existing.  But  since 
that  time  the  question  of  interest  in  a  witness  has  been  investigate^ 
ed  and  defined  with  more  precbion,  both  in  Ekgland  and  in  this 
state.  The  rule  now,  in  all  such  cases,  and  I  believe  I  may  say 
in  almost  all  criminal  cases  is,  that  the  witness  is  to  be  received,  if 
he  be  not  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  so  that  the  verdict 
could  be  given  in  evidence  in  an  action  in  which  he  was  a  party. 
The  interest  which  the  witness  may  have  in  the  question  put,  is 
no  longer  the  test.  That  degree  of  interest  goes  only  to  the  cre- 
dit of  the  witness.  The  exclusion  of  the  witness  in  the  case  of 
forgery  has,  therefore,  now  become  an  anomaly  in  the  law  of  evi- 
dence, for  it  is  certain,  that  the  conviction  of  the  party  charged  with 
forging  a  check,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  in  a  subsequent  civil 
suit  on  the  check  ;  and  as  the  reason  of  the  old  rule  has  ceased,  by 
a  sounder  definition  of  the  question  of  interest,  and  as  it  is  not  now 
applied  to  other  criminal  cases,  it  would  seem  to  be  fit  and  proper, 
that  the  rule  itself  should  no  longer  be  applied. to  the  case  of  for- 
gery. But  the  present  case  does  not  turn  upon  the  validity  of  that 
rule^  and  therefore  the  court  do  not  now  interfere  with  it."  The 
People  v.  Howell^  4  Johns.  Rep.  296.  302,  303.  In  the  case  last 
cited^  a  check  had  been  forged  in  the  name  of  Butler,  on  the  M^r-: 
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feceived  from  persons  who  are  entitled  to  rewards  on  con- 
yictions,  oi"  from  agents,  factors,  or  servants.  Objections 
on  the  ground  of  interest  proceed  upon  the  supposition  of 
too  great  a  bias  in  the  mind  of  the  witness,  and  the  public 
utility  of  rejecting  partial  testimony.  The  presumption  of 
bias  may  be  taken  off,  by  showing,  that  the  witness  has  as 
great  or  greater  interest  the  other  way,  or  that  he  has  given 
it  up ;  and  the  presumption  of  public  utility  may  be  an- 
swered, by  showing,  *that  it  would  be  very  inconvenient,  *  92 
under  the  particular  circumstances,  not  to  receive  such 
testimony  (1). 

First,  as  to  the  evidence  of  informers : 

By  the  common  law,  informers,  who  are  entitled  under  Infonnen.^ 
penal  statutes  to  partof  a  penalty  (n),  are  not  competent 
witnesses  (2).     Bui  by  the  particular  provisions  or  policy 

(1)  By  Lord  Mansfield.    1  Burr.    Stone,  2  Lord  Raym.  1545.    R.  t. 
4SS.  Blanej,  Andr.  240.    3  Burr.  1473. 

(2)  R.  V.  TDljr,  1  Stra.  315.  R.  t.    4  East  181. 


chant's  Bank,  and  was  sent  by  one  Cooper  to  his  agent  at  New- 
Yoik,  who  received  the  money  at  the  bank  and  remitted  it  to  Coop- 
er :  the  check  was  afterwards  discovered  to  be  a  foigeiy,  and  the 
bank  got  possession  of  the  money  before  it  reached  the  hands  of 
Cooper :  oo  an  indictment  for  the  forgery,  Butler  was  held  to  be  a 
competent  witness  to  prove  the  forgery,  he  having  been  released 
by  the  bank,  and  not  being  liable  to  Cooper  for  the  money,  even 
if  the  check  were  genuine^  the  bank  having  acted  without  his  di- 
rection.— ^Vide  post,  98.  In  Massachusetts  the  person  whose  name 
is  alleged  to  be  foiged,  cannot  be  a  witness  unless  the  instrument  is 
produced  at  the  trial.  Commawwealtk  v.  Hvlchin$on^  uhi  ntp.  •  But 
the  production  of  it  mfiy  be  dispensed  with,  if  it  has  been  secreted 
to  protect  the  offender.     Catnmonwealih  v.  Snell^  ubi  $up, 

(a)  S.  P.  CommonmaUh  v.  Frosty  5  Mass,  Rep.  57,  58.  Al- 
though the  informer  suing  in  his  own  name  release  his  interest^  he 
cannot  be  a  witness,  for  he  will  still  be  liable  for  the  costs.  Rapp 
V.  Le  Blanc  et  al.  1  Doll,  68.  On  a  summary  conviction, 'where 
the  informer  receives  part  of  the  penalty,  he  cannot  be  a  witness ; 
for  which  reason  it  is  requisite  to  name  the  witness  in  the  convic- 
tion, that  it  may  appear  that  he  is  not  the  same  person  with  the  in- 
former.    1  Wm.  Saimd.  262.  c. '  New-York  Jtist.  83. 
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of  several  acte  of  parliament,  they  Biay  be  admitted.  Where 
a  sjtatute  can  receive  no  execution,  unleaa  a  party  inter- 
ested be  a  witness,  there  he  must  be  allowed,  says  Ch.  B« 
Gilbert ;  for  the  statute  most  not  be  rendered  ineffi^tual 
by  the  impoesibifity  of  proof  (3).  Thus,  by  stat.  2  G«  2. 
c.  24*  s«  8.  against  bribery  at  elections^  the  legislature  in 
giving  an  indemnity  and  discharge  to  any  person  ofiending 
against  the  act,  who  shall  discover  any  other  offender  se 
that  he  may  be  committed,  most  also  have  inSended  that  he 
should  be  competent  to  give  evidence  al  the  trial;  and^ 
therefore,  in  an  action  for  penalties  he  has  been  admit* 
ted  (4).  So,  in  a  prosecution  on  stat.  91  6.  3«  c<  37. 
against  exporting  machinery,  the  informer  is  compe^ 
lent  (5)«  So,  on  a  prosecution  for  penalties  under  stmt.  9 
Ann*  c*  14.  8«  d«,  the  loser  of  money  at  cards  may  prove 
his  loss  (6).  And,  on  a  prosecution  under  stat.  23  G«  2«  c« 
13.  s.  1.  for  seducing  artificers  to  go  out  of  the  kingdom, 
the  prosecutor  is  a  competent  witness,  although  entitled  to 
a  moiety  of  the  penalty  (7).  There  is  no  express  provi- 
sion in  either  of  the  three  acts  of  parliament  last  mention* 
ed,  for  admitting  the  evidence  of  the  party  interested*  hi 
the  act  of  the  32  G.  3.  c.  56.  for  preventing  counterfeit- 
ed certificates  of  servants'  characters,  there  is  a  clause  (8) 
*  93  to  that  effect  j  and  a  similar  *provision  is  made  by  the  act 

which  regulates  hackney  coaches,  stat,  33  G.  3.  c.  75.  s. 
17(a). 

r3)  Gi1b.  Ev.  114.  (6)  R.  Y.  Lncktp,  Wilk»  «E&. 

(4).  Bash  ▼.  Railing,  Say.   S89.  (c). 

Mead  ▼.  Robinson,  Willes  425.  He-  (7)  R.  V.  Johnson,  Willes  Rep. 

ward  V.  Shipley,  4  East  182.  425.  n.  (c), 

(5)  R.  V.  Teaadale,  3  Esp.  N.  P.  (8)  Sect.  7. 

C.  68.  ^ 


(a)  Where  the  court  may,  at  their  discretion,  inflict  either  a 
corporal  puoishinent  or  impose  a  fine,  the  informer  is  a  competent 
witoess,  as  it  is  only  in  case  a  fine  is  iitiposed,  that  the  witness  can 
expect  to  derive  any  benefit,  and  that  is  uncertain  as  dependini; 
upon  the  judgment  of  the  court.  Rex  v.  Cole,  1  Esp.  169.  S.  C. 
Peake  217.     Contra,     Rex  v.  Blackman,  I  Esp.  9fi. 


S^ct  7.]  Exemptions  to  the  Rude  concerning  Interest.  ^3 

Seooadty,  On  an  indicunent  against  private  persons  or  Inkabitaiitfl 
corporate  bodies  for  not  repairing  a  public  bridge  or  the  pari8he»,*Se. 
highway  adjoining,  the  inhabitants  of  the  county,  town, 
riding,  &c.  in  which  the  bridge  is  situated,  are  competent 
witnesses  in  support  of  the  prosecution,  by  the  1st  Ann. 
.Stat.'  !•  c.  18.  s.  13.  Even  before  this  statute,  such  evi- 
dence had  been  thought  admissible  (1)  fpom  necessity. 

In  an  action  by  a  party  robbed  against  the  hundred,  the 
inhabitants  of  the  hundred  may  be  witnesses  £6r  the  de- 
fendants, by  Stat.  80*  3.  c.  16*  8«  15.  Before  this  act  pass- 
ed, they  were  not  competent,  because  any  one  of  them 
Would  have  been  liable  to  pay  the  debt,  in  case  of  judg-  . 
ment  against  the  hundred  (3). 

In  all  cases  relative  to  the  execution  of  the  highway  act; 
the  surveyor  of  die  parish  or  place  is  a  competent  witness, 
though  part  of  bis  salary  may  arise  from  forfeitures  and 
penalties  inflicted  under  the  act  (3).  And,  on  trials  o( 
offences  against  the  same  act,  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish 
or  place  are  also  competent  (4). 

Where  pecuniary  penalties  are  directed  to  be  applied  to 
the  use  of  the  poor,  or  for  the  benefit  and  exoneration  of 
the  parish  or  other  place,  the  inhabitants  are  rendered 
competC^nt  witnesses  on  the  trial  of  the  offender,  by  stat^ 
27  G.  3.  c.  29.  provided  the  penalty  inflicted  by  the  act 
of  parliament  does  not, exceed  twenty  pounds  (5). 

It  has  been  lately  provided  by  stat.  54  G.  3.  c.  170.  s« 
9.,  that  no  inhabitant  of  any  district,  parish,  &c.,  who  is 
*rated,  or  who  is  maintained  by  the  rates,  or  who  holds  any  *^94 

office  in  the  district,  shall  be  deemed  on  such  account  an 
incompetent  witness,  for  or  against  such  district,  parish, 
&c.,  in  any  matter  relating  to  such  rates,  or  relating  to^the 
boundary  betweeii  such  district  and  any  adjoining  district, 
or  to  any  order  of  removal  to  or  from  such  district,  or  to 

* 

(1)  Per  Cur.  io  R.  r.  Carpenter^        (3)  Stat  13  O.  3.  c.  78.  a.  69. 

2  Show.  47.  (4)  Sect.  77.  and  Stat.  30  G.  «. 

(2)  Per  Cur.  in  R.  v.  Carpenter,    c.  22.  a.  14.  , 

2  Show.  47.    2  Hal.  P.  C.  280.  R.        (5)  R.  v.  Davjs,  6  T.  R.  177. 
T.  Kirdford,  2£aflt56]. 
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the  settlement  of  any  pauper  in  such  district,  or  touching 
any  bastards  chargeable^  or  likely  to  become  chai^eable, 
to  such  district,  or  touching  the  recovery  of  any  sum  for 
the  charges  or  maintenance  of  such  basUird,  or  the  elecdoD 
or  appointment  of  any  officer,  or  the  allowance  of  the  aC" 
count  of  any 'officer  of  such  district. 
I'ersoDs  enti-  Thirdly,  persons  entitled  to  rewards  on  the  conviction  of 
wafds.  offenders,  whether  the  rewards  are  given  by  act  of  parlia- 

ment (a),  proclamation,  or  by  private  persons,  and  persons 
entitled  to  the  restitution  of  their  property  on  the  convic** 
tion  of  a  thief,  are  competent  to  give  evidence  (1)# 
tlffBaiBj  kc0  Fourthly,  it  is  the  constant  fH^ctiee  to  admit  ageats  te 
be  witnesses  for  their  principals,  in  order  to  prove  con-* 
tracts  made  by  them  on  the  part  of  the  principal ;  and  this 
is  allowed  from  necessitv,  or  rather  for  the  sake  of  trade 
and  the  common  usage  of  business  (by  Thus,  a  fector  may 
prove  a  sale,  though  he  is  to  reeeive  a  poundage  on  its 
amount  (2)  (c)  or  what  he  has  bargaioed  for  beyond  a 
stated  sum  (3).  And  every  person  who  makes  a  contract 
for  another  is  an  agent  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule  (4). 
So,  where  the  question  was  on  the  custom  of  a  manor^ 
whether  a  fine  was  due  to  the  lord  during  his  minority  on^ 
the  tenant's  admission,  the  steward  of  the  manor  was 

(1)  Per  Cur.  in  Rudd's  case,  (3)  BenjamiD  ▼.  Port^uB,  2  H. 
Leach  Cr.  C.  157, 158.  lb.  353*  n.  Bl.  590.  R^  v.  Phipps,  Bull.  N.  P. 
Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2.  c.  46.  s.  135.    289. 

See  ante,  p.  86.  (4)  2  H.  Black.  591. 

(2)  Dixon  T.  Cooper,  3  Wils.  40. 


1  Atk.  248. 


(a)  S.  P.  State  v.  Coulter,  1  Hayw.  3. 

(li)  Vide  Mackay  v.  Rhinelander  and  others^  1  Johns,  Cos.  408. 
Jones  V.  Hake,  2  JtAns,  Cas.  60.  Burlingham  v.  Deyer,  2  Johns. 
Rep.  189.     Ruan  v.  Gardner,  2  Condy's  Marsh.  706.  6. 

(c)  But  a  collector  of  taxes  who  was  to  receive  a  commission  oA 
the  amount  of  cash  paid  into  the  treasury,  was  held  an  incompetent 
witness  ;  this  not  being.a  case  to  which  the  rule  arising  from  ne- 
cessity and  the  usage  of  trade  extended.  Treasurer  of  the  State 
1,  J^ell,  TayL  6^ 
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allowed  to  give  evidence  for  the  lord,  though  it  was  ob- 
jected to  him,  that  he  would  be  entitled  to  a  fee  on  admis- 
sion, which  he  would  lose,  *if  the  tenant  were  not  admit-  *  ^^ 
ted  (1).  And  freemen,  as,  was  before  mentioned,  have  been 
allowed  to  be  witnesses  in  certain  cases,  although  interest-  f 
ed,  from  mere  necessity.  1 
On  the  same  principle  of  convenience,  it  is  the  common  j  • 
practice  to  admit  servants  and  agents,  without  a  release,  to 
prove  the  payment  or  receipt  of  money,  or  the  delivery  of 
goods,  on  behalf  of  their  master  or  principal,  though  their 
evidence  tends  to  discharge  themselves  (2).  Thus,  if  mo* 
ney  has  been  overpaid  by  a  servant  or  paid  by  mistake, 
he  is  a  competent  witness,  in  an  action  to  recover  it 
back  (3)  (a).  But  where  a  person  has  entered  into  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  goods  in  his  (mn  name,  it  has  been 
held  that  he  is  not  a  competent  witness  in  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  to  prove  that  he  purchased  them 
as  the  agAii  for  the  defendant  (4).  If  the  agent  is  equally 
liable  to  either  party,  and  indifferent  in  point  of  interest, 
whichever  way  the  verdict  may  be,  he  is  clearly  a  compe- 
tent witness  on  the  general  principle  (5)  (b).  The  practice 
of  admitting  servdints  without  a  release,  to  proye  a  delive- 
ry of  goods,  or  the  payment  of  money,  and  the  like,  is  for 
public  convenience,  *'  for  the.  sake  of  trade  and  the  com- 

(1)  ChampiBii  ▼.  Atkinson,  3  Keb.  P.  C.  19^    Adams  ▼.  DaTis,  3  Esp. 

90.  Rep.  temp.  Hard.  360.    See  R.  N.  P.  C.  48. 
V.  Phipps  and  Archer,  ante,  p.  59.  (3)  Martin  ▼.  Howel,  1  Str.  647. 

^)  Per  Holt,  C.  J.  in  Theobald  Barker  v.  Macrae,  3  Campb.  144. 
T.Tregott,  11  Mod.  262.    Bull.  N«        (4)    M^Braine    v.     Fortune,    3 

P.  289.    4  T.  R.  589,  590.     Mat-  Campb.  317. 
thews  ▼.  Haydon,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.        (5£See  ante,  p.  53.  '^ 

S09.  Spencer  y.  Golding,  Peake  N. 


(a)  S.  P.  CorUi  v.  Billingi,  1  Johm.  Ca$.  270.  vide  1  Hen,  4* 
Mun.  640. 

•(b)  An  agent  or  broker,  authorized  to  purchase  goods  on  certaia 
terms,  is  a  competent  witness  in  a  suit  between  the  vendor  and  ven* 
dee ;  for  if  he  had  exceeded  bis  authoritj,  he  would  at  all  events 
be  liable  to  the  losing  party,  and  if  he  had  not,  he  would  be  liable 
)p  neither.    Bailey  ^  Bogert  v.  Ogdeny  3  Juhns,  Rep,  399. 


\ 
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mon  usage  of  business  (6).^'  This  sufficiently  explains 
the  principle,  and  at  the  same  time  shows  the  restrictions 
to  which  tlie  practice  is  subject  (c).  Where  the  act  of  the 
servant  has  been  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, and  a  mere  breach  of  duty,  the  prinoiple  does  not 
apply  :  and  it  has  ^erefore  been  ruled  at  Nisi  Prius,  that 
in  such  a  case  the  servant  is  not  a  witness  for  his  master 
without  a  release*  Thus,  in  an  action  to  recover  back 
money,  which  had  been  entrusted  to  the  plaintifPs  servant 
*  9S  for  a  special  purpose,  and  paid  by  *the  servant  in  illegal  in- 

surances, he  was  considered  incompetent  without  a  re; 
lease  (1).  And  in  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  the 
•  negligence  of  his  servant,  he  is  not  competent  to  disprove 
the  fact  of  his  negligencfs  (2) :  for  since  the  verdict  might 
be  given  in  evidence  in  an  action  by  the  defendsmt  agaifist 

^6^  BdU.  N.  ?.  289.  waa  admitted  a  witness  to  prove  de- 

Ql)  Coikiii;  Y.  Jarrard,  1  Campb»  fivery  to  tlie  defeiidaDt ;  Iwt  it  does 

37.    In  Clarke  t.  Shee,  Cowp.  1^9,  not  appear  whether  the-plaintiff^Te 

which  was  a  simiiar  case,  a  release  a  release. 

was  given.   'See  anonymous  case,  1  (2)  Grein  v.  New  iUv.  Coop.  4 

Salk.  289. ;  BuU.  N.  P.  39.  289.  S.'  T.  R.  589.  3  Camp.  516.  523.  Bin} 

C. ;.  and  anonymous  case,  Bull.  N.  v.  Thompson,  1  Esp.  N.l*.  C.  339. 

P.  290.    These  were  actions  by  a  Miller  v.  Falooner,  I  Caiopb.  251. 

master  to  recover  property  embez-  6  Esp.  N.  P.. C.  73. 

zkd  by  his  servant,  and  the  servant 

(c)  The  master  of  a  vessel  is  a  competent  witness  in  an  action 
on  a  policy  of  iDsurance,  although  interested  to  fix  the  loss  on  the 
underwriter  to  avoid  1^  own  responsibility  by  the  bill  of  lading. 
Hich  V.  Fitzsimmons,  2  Candy's  Marsh,  706.  5.  Vide  Wallace  v. 
ChUd  4-  Styles,  1  DalL  7. 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note,  made  on  the 
coast  of  Africa  to  pay  a  certain  number  of  slaves,  &c  on  demand, 
^  it  was  held  that  the  letters  of  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  since  de- 

ceased, were  admissible  to  prove  the  demand  made  in  Africa ;  as 
the  agent  was  sent  to  make  the  demand,  in  a-country  where  there 
was  no  regular  civil  government,  and  not  having  any  magistrates 
or  notaries  authorized  to  take  and  certify  affidavits,  or  regularly  to 
authenticate  testimony  in  any  manner :  and  as  no  cause  was  then 
pending  or  expected,  it  couid  not  be  required  that  he  ^ould  take 
With  him  a  dedimvs  potestatem,  Cheefiwood  v.  Cvrfis,  6  Magf. 
Igiep,  358* 
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the  witoess,  as  to  the  quantum  of  damages,  the  servant  is 
directly  interested  to  defeat  the  actioD,  and  does  not  com^ 
witlun  the  exception  above  specified  (a). 


Sect.  VIII. 

Cf  th€  mams  iy  which  the  CompHency  of  an  mteruted  Wit- 
ness may  be  restored. 

'  Tax  last  question  that  reiaains  to  be  considered  on  this 
part  df  our  subject,  relates  to  the  regular  mode  of  making 
the  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  and  to  the 
means  of  restoring  his  competency  (6). 

The  rale  formerly  was  that  the  objection  ought  to  be 
made  on  the  voire  dire,  and  was  not  to  be  allowed  #fter  the 
examination  ih  chieL  But  for  the  convenience  of  the  court, 

(a)  An  agent  may  tq|[fy  without  producing  the  power  under 
which  he  aqts.  ^^^fj^^^f*  Crocken,  1  Caines^  Rep.  167.  It 
has  been  held  dMt  anHP^M^as  not  a  competent  witness  lo  prove 
that  a  wrilteii  ftulbovity  hl^tteen  given  ftfii)  hut  that  the  eontents 
ef  the  writiiig  must  be  provM  by  other  witnesses.  NuhoUwCs 
Lessu  ▼.  Mifim^  ^  DM.  246.  ile  is  however  competent  to  give 
evidence  of  onl  instructioiis.  IMingtton  et  «/.  v.  Swanwick,  Ibid, 
300.  In  a  case  in  Conneoticut,  a  witness  adting  in  pursuance  of 
written  orders,  as  the  agent  of  the  penon  mider  whom  the  defen- 
dant claimed,  was  not  allowed  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  to  give 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  those  orders,  without  producing  them. 
Stewart  v.  Richards,  1  Day's  Esp.  406.  n.  (1):  for  the  written 
appointment  is  the  best  evidence,  and  must  be  produced,  unless 
proved  to  be  lost  or  destroyed.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Kenn^^eet 
Purchase  v.  CaU,  1  Mau,  Rep.  483. 

(6)  Proof  of  a  dedaration  by  the  witness  previous  to  the  trial, 
that  he  was  interested,  or  incompetent,  is  not  sufficient  to  exclude 
him.  CommonwetM  v.  fVaite,  5  Mass.  Rep.  261.  But  where  it 
is  proved  that  the  party  by  whom  the  witness  is  introduced,  has 
acknowledged  him  so  interested,  the  witness  ought  not  to  be  sworn. 
Pierce  v.  Chasej  8  Mass.  Rep.  487. 
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ftnd  because  the  incompetency  may  not  at  first  be  suspect- 
ed, a  greater  latitude  has  been  allowed*  And  now,  if  it  is 
discovered  during  any  part  of  the  trial  that  a  witness  h  in- 
terested, his  evidence  will  be  struck  out  (3)  (c). 

.  When  the  objection  arises  from  a  witness's  answer  or 
the  voire  dire,  it  may  be  likewise  removed  on  the  voire 
dire.     The  party  who  calls  him  may  examine  as  to  the 
*  97  ^continuance  of  his  interest,  and  need  not  give  the1>est  and 

strictest  proof  of  his  competency  being  restored.  Thus, 
where,  in  an  action  brought  by  a  chartered  company,  a  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiffs  admitted  on  the  voire  dire,  that  he 
had  been  a  freeman  of  the  company,  but  added  that  he  was 
then  disfranchised,  Lord  Kenyon  ruled  at  Nisi  Prius,  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  the  disfranchisement  by  the 
regular  entry  in  the  company's  books,  and  (hat  the  witness 
was  coitpetent  (1)«  And,  in  a  later  case,  on  a  question  of 
settlement,  where  the  point  for  the  consideration  of  die 

(S)  Turner  V.  Pearte,  1 T.  R.  720.        (1)  fiotcben'  Compaoj  y.  Jones, 

Perig^l  ▼.  NicholBoo,  1  Wightwick  1  E^taS;  P.  C.  \e%,  ace.  Botham 

64.    Howel  V.  Lock,  2  Campb.  N.  ▼.  S^B^Peake  N.  P.  C.  218 ;  I 

P.  C.  14.  ^m^tml.  164.  8.  C. 
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(c)  Vide  post  204,  205/  A#d  Mb  rule  in  equity  is,  that  if  the 
Incompetency  of  the  witness  b4  discovered  in  any  stage  of  the 
cause,  his  deposition  may  b^jlf  pressed.  Ntedham  v.  Smithy  2 
Fem.  463.     Swift  ▼.  Dean,  Mohns.  Rep.  623. 

There  are  two  pref  iminarjitnode^  of  proving  a  witness  to  be  in- 
terested in  a  cause : — ^first,  by  examining  him  on  the  voire  dire ; 
or,  secondly,  by  showing  his  interest  from  other  evidence,  either 
parol  or  written.  But  both  these  methods  cannot  be  pursued  at 
the  same  time ;  for  the  election  of  the  one  conclusively  ban  any 
subsequent  recourse  to  the  other.  Mifflin  et  al.  v.  Bin^Mm,  1 
DaU.  372.  ^Bridge  v.  WeUington,  1  Man.  Rep.  219.  Peake'i  Ev, 
186.  10  Mod.  193.  2  Hayvp*  145.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the 
witness  has  been  examined  as  to  his  interest  under  the  form  of  the 
voire  dire,  or  under  the  general  oath  to  witnesses ;  in  neither  case 
can  testimony  be  produced  to  render  him  incompetent,  and 
the  rule  applies  equally  to  depositions  taken  before  a  magistrate* 
PuUer  V.  Butler,  3  Day  214. 
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Court  of  King's  Bench  was,  whether  a  witness  ptodnced 
by  the  appellants  could  be  examined,  after  having  admitted 
in  his  examination  on  the  voire  dire  that  he  was  the  oc- 
cupier of  a  cottage  in  the  appellant  township,  but  that  he 
had  never  been  charged  with  or  paid  any  public  rate  or 
tax  in  that  (ownship,  the  court  held,  that  there  was  no 
ground  for  objecting  to  his  testimony,  and  that  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  appellants  to  produce  the  rate,  in  order 
to  negative  the  rating  (2). 

Whatever  interest  a  witness  may  have  had,  if  he  is  di« 
vested  of  it  by  release  or  payment  or  any  other  means, 
when  he  is  ready  to  be  sworn,  there  is  no  objection  to  his 
competeiv:y  (a).     Thus  it  is  said  ^^  to  have  been  solemnly 

(2)  H.  ▼.  Guburn,  IS  East  57. 

4-^ ^-- — .- : -^ 

(a)  CwrUM  V.  Eiilvngi^  1  Jchau.  Cos.  270.  Hcuhrouck  t.  Lown^ 
8  Johns.  Rep.  377.  Lessee  of  Henry  ▼.  Morgan  ^  CoXy  2  Buitiey 
497.  Hooper  4r  others  v.  Royster  j-  wiff,  1  Mun.  119.  Ball  v, 
Barnes  ettU.  \  Mass,  Rep.  73.  In  an  Action  by  the  indorsee  of  a 
bill  of  tocbange  against  one  of  the  indorsors,  the  immediate  pre- 
ceding indonor  was  offered  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness,  and  it  was 
proposed,  in  order  to  render  him  competent,  to  strike  his  name  off 
of  the  first  afid  third  bills  of  the  set,  which  were  the  only  biUs  in 
tbe  plaintiff's  passessiod,  the  second,  on  which  the  protest  was 
made,  being,  as  was  alleged,  lost  in  its  passage  from  England  to 
America ;  but  tfie  court  held  that  the  witness  ivould  still  be  inad- 
missible, for  the  second  bill  might  be  in  the  possession  of  a  icna 
fide  purchaser,  who  would  be  entitled  to  sue  the  witness  upon  it, 
notwithstanding  any  act  of  tbe  plaintiff  on  this  occasion.  Stein- 
mete  et  al.  V.  Currie^  1  Dall.  269.  There  are  cases  in  which  tbe 
interest  of  a  witness  may  be  so  situated  that  it  cannot  be  e:itin- 
guisbed  by  a  release  ;  a  release  technically  operates  only  upon  a 
present  iqterest ;  but  when  there  is  a  present  right  to  take  effect 
infuturOf  such  a  right  may  be  presently  released.  Co.  Lift.  265. 
a.  Woods  v.  WiUiamSy  9  Johns.  Rep.  123.  Jacobson  v.  Fountainy 
t  Johns.  Rep.  170.  Ahby  v.  Goodrich,  3  Day  433.  Where  the 
deposition  of  a  witness  is  taken,  who  is  interested  at  the  time  of 
taking  it,  it  cannot  be  read  on  the  trial,  although  the  witness  may« 
subsequently  hare  been  released,  or  otherwise  become  disinterested. 
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agreed  by  the  judges,  that  where  a  person  had  a  legacy 
given  him  and  did  release  it,  he  was  a  good  witness  to 
*  98  prove  the  will  (3)*/'    *So  on  k  trial  for  forgery,  a  release 

from  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note  to  the  supposed  draw- 
er, in  whose  name  it  was  forged,  (there  being  no  other 
name  on  the  note  to  whom  the  drawer  could  be  liable.) 
made  him  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  forgery  of  his 
hand-writing  (1)»  To  restore  the  competency  of  a  bank*- 
nipt,  (who,  from  being  interested  to  increase  the  fond, 
cannot  be  admitted  to  prove  property  in  himself  or  a  debt 
due  to  his  estate)  (2),  it  must  be  shown,  that  he  has  obtain- 
ed his  certificate  and  given  to  the  assignees  a  release  of 
his  share  in  the  surplus  and  in  the  dividends  (3).  If  he 
gives  a  general  release  to  his  assignees,  it  is  sufficient :  as 
it  discharges  him  from  receiving  any  sum  of  money  from 
the  assignees  (4).    But  no  release  can  make  the  bankrupt 

(^  ViD.  Ab.  tit.  Evidence,  14.  n.  (3)  See  ante,  p.  51. 

S8.  cited  by  Ld.  Mansfield.  1  Burr.  (3)  Ewens  ▼.  Gold,  BiiO.  N.  P.  43. 

«8.                                         '  (4)  NMeft¥.Sazbj,ciled3T.  R. 

(1)  Akehurst's  case,  1  Leach  Cr,  497* 
C.  178.    Dr.  Dodd^  case,  ib.  184. 

*  Tjord  Cbancellor  Hardwicke  established  the  will  of  Lord  Ailesbury  on 
similar  proof^  in  the  year  1748.  (See  1  Burr.  427.)  And  in  Wyndham  v. 
Chetwynd,  (1  Burr.  414.,)  where  the  subscribmg  witnesses  were  creditors 
of  the  testator,  as  their  debts  had  been  paid,  they  were  admitted  to  prove 
the  win.  So  in  Doe  dem.  Hindson  t.  Kersey,  (4  Bum  Ec.  Law,  97.)  three 
of  the  judges  were  of  opinion,  <hat  a  subscribing  witness  was  restoretf  to  hif 
competency,  if  all  his  interest  had  been  released  or  eztiiiginiied  at  the 
time  of  the  examimatim,  Ijee,  C-  J.  in  Anstey  y.  Downo^,  (2  Str.  1S&3*,) 
and  Ld.  Camden,  C.  J.  in  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Hindson  v.  Kersey  were  of^ 
opinion,  that  if  a  subscribing  witness  was  interested  at  the  time  of  aitettationt  * 
nothing  ex  postfaeto  could  give  effect  to  his  attestation.  In  the  former  of 
these  cases,  Mr.  Justice  Dennison  differed  from  Lee,  C.  J.  on  this  peint. 
(See  1  Burr.  427,  8.) 

t 

Heyl  V.  Burling f  1  Caines*  Rep,  14.  3  Binney  311.  After  a  re- 
lease, the  i^itDess  is  exactly  upon  the  footing  of  every  other  wit* 
ness  sworn  in  any  cause,  and  ought  not  to  be  confined  to  any  par- 
ticular point,  but  may  be  eiuimined  on  every  point  necessary  re- 
specting the  merits  on  either  side.  Carrol  v.  M^Whorter,  t  Ba/y 
463. 
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a  witness  to  prove  his  own  act  of  bankruptcy  (5).  And, 
after  a  second  bankruptcy,  he  cannot  be  a  witness  to  in- 
crease the  fund,  even  with  a  certificate  and  release,  unless 
he  has  paid  fifteen  shillings  ip  the  pound ;  for,  in  the  event 
of  his  not  making  that  payment  under  the  second  commis* 
3ion,  his  future  effects  are  liable  (6). 

When  a  witness  is  objected  to  as  the  member  of  a  cor- 
poration, whose  interests  are  in  question,  his  competency 
may  be  restored  either  by  his  resignation,  (which  will  be 
effectual  even  by  parol,  provided  that  it  has  been  accept- 
4ed,  and  another  person  elected  in  his  place)  (7),  or  by 
disfranchisement* 

*The  methoil  of  disfranchisemeiit  is  said  to  be  by  an  in-  *  S9 

formation  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  against  the  mem- 
ber, who  then  confesses  the  information,  and  upon  that 
there  is  judgment  of  disfranchisement  ( 1  )•  This  judgment 
must  be  such  as  cannot  be  avoided ;  for  if  it  appears  that 
the  witness  can  avoid  the  judgment  for  irregularity,  (as 
when  he  had  never  been  summoned,  and  knew  nothing  of 
his  disfranchisement,)  he  is  not  competent  (2). 

A  release  is  in  some  cases  unnecessary*  And  the  wiU 
ness  though  interested  will  be  admitted  without  a  releasee 

1 .  As,  first,  where  the  witness  offers  to  surrender  or  re- 
lease his  interest,  and  does  all  in  his  power  to  clear  away 
every  objection  to  his  testimony,  but  the  other  party  re- 
fuses to  accept  it,  in  that  case  (a)  the  evidence  of  the  wit- 
ness may  be  received  (3).  Or  if  the  party,  on  whose  sid^ 
the  witness  is  interested,  makes  an  offer  to  remove  all  in-' 
terest,  and  the  witness  refuses,  that  will  not  deprive  the 
party  of  his  testimony^  In  the  case  of  Anstey  v.  Dow- 

(5)  Field  V.  Curtis,  2  Str.  829.  (1)  The  case  of  the  Mayor,  ka 
See  ante,  p.  51.  of  Colchester,  1  P.  Wms.  595.  n. 

(6)  By  St.  5  6. 3.  c.  90.  s;  9.  Ken-  (2)  Brown  t.  Corp.  of  London, 
net  V.  Grcenwollers,  Peake  N.  P;  llAlod.225. 

C.  3.  (JS)  Goodtitle   dem.    Fowler    Vi 

(7)  R.  Ti  Mayor,  &c.  of  Rippon,    Welford,  1  Doug.  139.    3  T.  R.35. 
2  Salk.  43^.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Fran- 
chise, (F.  30.) 

(a)  Vide  2  Johns.  Rep.  176. 

s 
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sing  (4),  indeed  Lee,  J.  expressed  an  opinion  that  a  lega-' 
tee  was.  not  competent  to  prove  the  due  execution  of  the 
will,  although  payment  of  the  legacy  was  tendered  to  him, 
which  tender  he  refused.  But  the  ground  of  this  opinion 
was,  that  even  if  he  had  accepted  the  legacy,  he  still  wotild 
liave  been  incompetent,  as  having  been  interested  at  the 
time  of  attestation ;  a  point  on  which  there  has  been  some 
difference  of  opinion,  but  the  greatest  authorities  are  in 
support  of  the  contrary  proposition,  namely,  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legacy  would  restore  the  competency  of  the 
witness. 

2.  It  was  ruled  by  Lord  Holt;  in  the  case  of  Barlow  v^ 
Vowel  (5),  that  if  a  man  be  a  witness  of  a  wager  and  after- 
wards bet  himself,  this  shall  not  be  a  reason  to  except 
*  100  *against  his  being  sworn  to  prove  the  wager*     And  from 

analogy  to  this  c^se.  Lord  Kenyon  and  Mr.  Justice  Ash-^ 
arst  were  of  opinion,  in  the  case  of  Bent  v.  Baker  (1),' 
(where,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  broker 
was  called  as  witness  for  the  defendant,  but  rejected,  be-' 
cause  he  had  underwritten  the  policy  after  the  defendant,) 
that,  even  if  it  were  true  in  general,  that  one  underwriter 
could  not  be  a  witness  for  another,  yet  the  witness  ought 
to  have  been  admitted  here,  as  the^  defendant  had  acquired 
an  interest  in  his  testimony,  before  the  witness  had  signed 
the  policy^  And  they  laid  down  as  a  general  principle, 
deducible  from  the  case  of  Barlow  v.  Vowel,  that  where  a 
person  makes  himself  a  party  in  interest  after  a  plaintiff  or 
defendant  has  an  interest  in  his  testimony,  he  may  not  by 
this  deprive  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  of  Ihs  testimony  (a). 

(4)  2  Str.  1253.  See  onto,  3.  Williams,  3  Lev.  152.;  and  Cowp. 
9T.  736. 

(5)  Skin.  586.    See  Rescous  v.        (1)  3  T.  R.  27. 

--   -  -    -  II        ■  -  .  -        . 

(a)  *'  The  interest,  in  order  to  exclude  the  witness,  must  not 
have  adsen  after  the  fact  to  which  he  is  called  to  testify  happened^ 
and  hy  bis  own  act,  without  the  interference  or  consent  of  the  par- 
ty by  whom  be  is  called  \  because  in  that  case  it  W9uld  be  in  the 
power  of  the  witness,  and  even  of  the  adverse  party,  to  deprive  the 
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However,  it  appears  to  be  rather  doubtful  whether  this 
proposition  is  not  expressed  in  too  large  and  general  terms*  .    * 

Whether  a  witness  is  incompetent  on  account  of  interest 
must  depend  rather  on  the  nature  of  the  interest  than  upon 
the  time  of  acquiring  it.  The  question  on  the  voire  dire  is, 
whether  he  is  interested  at  the  time  of  his  examination.  If 
he  is  directly  interested  at  that  time,  he  is  not  a  competent 
witness  in  g^eral  without  a  release,  and  it  seems  to  be  no 
answer  to  the  objection,  to  show  that  he  has  become  in- 
terested only  since  the  commencement  of  the  action,  or 
since  the  time  of  his  being  acquainted  with  the  fact  which 
he  is  called  to  prove.  If,  for  example,  the  question  is  on 
a  customary  right  of  common,  a  witness  will  be  incompe- 
tent, who  admits  upon  the  voire  dire  that  he  is  in  the  occu- 
pation of  a  messuage,  and  that  he  claims  a  similar  right  of 
common  as  annexed  to  his  tenement  t  and  it  cannot  be 
material  whether  he  has  been  in  possession  for  a  number 
of  years,  or  had  the  tenement  only  just  before  the  trial  of 
the  cause*  In  either  case  he  appears  to  be  equally  incom-* 
petent ;  yet  in  the  latter  it  may  be  said,  that  he  acquired 
his  interest,  after  the  party  had  become  interested  in  his 
testimony*     *So,  in  the  late  case  of  Forester  v.  Pigou  (1),  *  IW 

where  the  defendant  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
called  another  underwriter  to  prove  the  policy  void  on  ac- 
count of  a  misrepresentation  of  the  nature  of  the  risk,  and 
upon  the  voire  dire  the  witness  stated,  ^'  that  he  had  paid 
the  loss  to  the  plaintiff  upon  an  understanding  that  he  was  to 
be  repaid  in  the  event  of  this  action  failing,  and  that  he  had 
since  received  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff  promising  to  re* 

(1)  1  Maul.  &  Sel.  9. ;  3  Campb.  SaO,  S.  C, 

^^^^■^^^^W»— ^—     w       I  ■  ■■  ■•■■         ■  111     ^^^1^  ^mm^^t^^^^i^^mmmt^m^t^^mmm^t^^ 
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person  wanting  bis  testimony,  of  the  beneGt  of  it.*'  Jackson  d, 
Woodhull  ^  others  v.  Rumsey,  3  JtJws,  Cos,  237.  But  where  a 
person  becomes  interested  by  giving  bond  for  a  party,  and  after- 
wards matters  come  to  bis  knowledge  which  would  be  beneficial  to 
tbe  other  party  for  him  to  testify,  be  is  not  compellable  to  give  this 
evidence,  and  thereby  expose  himself  to  he  subjected  on^is  bondi 
Simons  v.  Payne^  %  Root  406. 
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turn  the  money  in  that  event,^'  an  objection  being  taken  to 
his  competency,  the  point  was  argued  on  the  other  side 
upon  the  authority  of  Barlow  v.  Vowel,  but  the  witness 
was  considered  to  be  incompetent  and  rejected ;  for  aU 
though  the  witness  would  not  be  disqualified  by  any  agree* 
ment  fraiuiulently  entered  into  between  him  and  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  purpose  of  taking  off  his  testimony,  yet  on  the 
other  hand  the  pendency  of  a  suit  could  not  prevent  third 
persons  from  transacting  business  bona  Jide  with  one  of 
the  parties ;  and  if  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit  is 
thereby  acquired,  the  general  consequence  of  law  must 
follow,  that  the  person  so  interested  cannot  be  examined 
.  as  a  witness  for  that  party,  from  whose  success  he  will  ne- 
cessarily derive  an  advantage.  A  motion  was  afterwards 
made  for  a  new  trial  on  account  of  the  rejection  of  this 
witness,  as  well  as  of  another  also,  who  was  similarly  situ- 
ated ;  and  a  new  trial  was  granted  for  the  purpose  of  as<> 
certaining  more  particularly  the  precise  time,  when  the 
undertaking  was  made  to  the  witnesses  ;'but  the  court  ad- 
ded, that  if  a  person,  who  is  under  no  obligation  to  become 
a  witness  for  either  of  the  parties  to  a  suit,  choose  to  pay 
his  debt  beforehand,  upon  a  condition  tha^t  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  event  of  the  suit,  he.  becomes  as  much  inter*, 
ested  in  the  event,  as  if  he  were  a  party  to  a  consolidation 
rule*  With  respect  to  the  case  of  Barlow  v.  Vowel,  which 
was  much  cited  in  this  case  of  forester  v.  Pigou,  the  Court 
considered  the  point  as  having  been  there  determined  on 
the  ground  of  fraud, — Lord  Raymond  in  the  case  of  the 
•^  10?  *King  V,  Fox  (1)  admitted  the  prosecutor  to  be  a  witness, 

although  he  had  laid  a  wager,  that  he  should  convict  the 
defendant :  and  the  reason  seems  to  be,  not  because  the 
witness  had  made  the  wager  at  a  time  when  public  justice 
became  interested  in  his  testimony,  but  because  it  would 
be  against  public  policy  to  allow  a  witness  by  any  such 
gratuitous  act  to  exclude  himself  from  giving  evidence ; 
and  there  seems  to  be  another  reason  for  admitting  tl^ 

(1)  Str.  658. 


Ch.  6.]    Jldmimbility  of  Counsel  or  SoKdtor.  102 

witness,  since  the  wager  would  now  probably  be  consider- 
ed absolutely  void,  as  tending  to  produce  an  improper  bias 
on  the  mind  of  the  witness,  and  therefore,  as  directly  pre- 
judicial to  the  administration  of  justice. 

3.  When  the  witness  must  be  answerable  to  one  or  the 
other  oC  the  parties,  and  the  event  of  the  suit  determines 
only  to  which,  he  may  be  examined  by  either  of  them  with- 
out a  release.  Thus  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money 
paid  to  the  use  of  the  defendants,  who  were  ship-owners, 
Lord  Kenyon  admitted  the  captain  to  prove,  that  he  had  re- 
ceived the  money  from  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant's 
use ;  for  he  stood  indifferent  between  the  parties,  and  he 
ufas  equally  answerable,  whichever  way  the  verdict  might 
go  (2). 

(2)  Eraos  ▼•  WiUiiims,  7  T.  R.  481.  n.  (c),  and  see  ante,  p.  53.,  oa 
tt)is  subject. 


CHAP.  VI. 

On  the  AdmUnhility  of  Counsel  or  Solicitor* 

The  objections  to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  which  have 
been  considered  in  the  four  preceding  chapters,  are  of  a 
nature  to  exclude  him  from  giving  any  kind  of  evidence. 
One  other  objection  still  remains  to  be  considered ;  not  an 
objection  to  his  competency,  but  to  particular  evidence, 
-which  he  may  be  called  upon  to  disclose.  This  is  founded 
on  the  professional  confidence,  which  a  ^client  reposes  in  *  103 

his  counsel,  attorney,  or  solicitor,  and  which  courts  of  jus- 
tice ever  hold  to  be  inviolable  (1).  Confidential  commu- 
nications between  attorney  and  client  are  not  to  be  reveal- 
ed at  any  period  of  time ;  not  in  an  action  between  third 
persons ;  nor  after  the  proceedings,  to  which  they  referred, 

(1)  Xord  Say  and  Sealers  caae,  10  Mod.  40.    BuD,  N.  P.  384.  Cuts  t, 
Pjckenng,  l^Ventr.  )97. 
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18  at  an  end ;  nor  after  the  dismissal  of  the  attorney  (2). 
The  privilege  of  not  being  examined  to  such  points,  as 
were  communicated  to  the  attorney  while  engaged  in  his 
professional  capacity,  is  the  privilege  of  the  client,  not  of 
the  attorney;  and  it  never  ceases  (a).  ^^  It  is  not  sufficient 
to  say,  the  cause  is  at  an  end ;  the  mouth  of  such  a  per- 
son is  shut  for  ever  (3).'^  But  this  privilege  of  the  client 
is  confined  to  such  communications  a&  are  made  with  re- 
ference to  professional  business  during  the  relation  of  at- 
torney and  client  (6).  A  person  by  profession  an  attor- 
ney, but  not  employed  as  attorney  in  the  particular  busi- 
;iess,  which  is  the  subject  of  inquiry,  is  not  within  the  rule, 
although  he  may  have  been  consulted  confidentially  (4)* 
If  the  party  waives  his  privilege,  the  witness  may  of  course 
^     be  examined  (c)^ 

A  person  who  acts  as  interpreter  between  an  attorneys 
and  his  client,  stands  precisely  in  the  same  situation  as  the 
attorney  himself;  he  is  considered  as  the  organ  of  the  at- 
torney, and'  is  under  the  same  conditions  of  secrecy  (5)* 
But  it  has  been  ruled  at  nisi  prius,  that  a  person  who  was 
consulted  confidentially  on  the  supposition  of  his  being  an 
attorney,  when  in  fact  he  was  not  one,  is  compellable  to 
answer  (6).  And  propositions,  which  the  attorney  of  one 
party  has  been  professionally  intrusted  to  make  to  the  ad- 
verse party,  though  they  are  not  to  be  disclosed  by  the 

(2)  Wilson  y.  Rastall,  4  T.  R.  (6)  Du  Baire  y.  Livette,  Peake 
759,  760.  R.  y.  Withers,  2  Campb.  N.  P.  C.  78,  ciM  ^7  Lord  Kenjon 
N.  P.  C.  678.  in  4  T.  R.  756. 

(3)  Per  Buller,  J.,  4  T.  R.  759.  (6)  Fountain  y.  Toimg,  6  Esp.  N. 

(4)  WUson  y.  RastaU,  4  T.  R.  P.  C.  113. 
763.  760. 

(a)  Vide  2  Mun.  122,  123.  Sloman  v.  Heme  et  al  1  Etp, 
695. 

(6)  Vide  Rigg9  v.  Demniston^  SJohnsi  Ccu,  198.  Hoffinan  and 
Seton  v.  Smithy  1  Caines'  Rep.  167.     1  M'Nally  241. 

(c)  An  attorney  cannot  be  compelled  to  produce  a  paper  com- 
mitted to  him  by  his  client,  in  another  cause.  AnonxpiMus^  8  Manf. 
^ep.  370.     Lynde  v.  Judd^  3  Day  499. 
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^attorney  himself,  may  yet  be  proved  by  another  wkness, 
who  heard  him  deliver  them  (!)• 

This  privilege  extends  to  the  three  enumerated  cases  of 
counsel,  solicitor,  and  attorney ;  but  it  is  confined  to  those 
cases  alone.  There  are  indeed  cases,  said  Mr«  Justice 
BuUer,  in  the  case  of  Wilson  and  Rastall,  to  which  it  is 
much  to  be  lamented  that  the  law  of  privilege  is  not  ex- 
tended ;  those  in  which  medical  persons  are  obliged  to 
disclose  the  information  which  they  have  acquired  by  at- 
tending in  their  professional  characters  (2).  This  point 
was  much  considered  in  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case, 
where  Sir  C.  Hawkins,  who  had  attended  the  duchess  as  a 
medical  man,  was  compelled  to  disclose  what  had  been 
committed  to  him  in  confidence*  In  a  late  case  at  Nisi 
Prius,  where  a  clerk  to  the  commissioners  of  the  proper*  % 
ty  tax  was  called  to  prove  the  defendant  a  collector,  and 
refused  to  give  evidence,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  taken 
an  oath  of  office,  not  to  disclose  what  fie  should  learn  as 
clerk  respecting  the  property  tax,  except  with  the  consent  of 
the  commissioners  or  by  force  of  an  act  of  parliament,  the 
Court  held  that  this  oath  would  Hot  exempt  the  witness, 
and  that  it  must  be  construed,  as  containing  an  implied 
exception  of  the  evidence,  which  he  might  be  called  to  give 
in  courts  of  justice  in  obedience  to  the  writ  of  subpcena  (3). 
In  an  early  case  (4),  indeed,  where  the  defendant  pleaded 
to  an  action  of  debt  on  bond  the  statute  against  buying  and 
Belling  of  offices,  and  called  a  witness  to  show  on  what  oc- 
casion the  bond  was  given.  Lord  Holt  is  said  to  have  re- 
fused his  evidence,  because  it  appeared,  that  he  was  pri- 
vately intrusted  to  make  the  bargain  and  to  keep  it  secret. 
But  the  principle  and  authority  of  this  case  seem  to  have 
been  overruled  by  that  of  Wilson  v.  Rastall,  and  the  later 
decisions  on  this  subject. 

(1)  Gainsford  t.    Grammax,    2       (3)  Lee  q.  t.  y.  Birrell,  3  Camp^* 
Campb.  N.  P.  C.  10.  337. 

(Z)  4  T.  R.  759.     See  also  R.  v.        (4)  BuU.  N.  P.  294, 
Sparkes,  cited  in  Feake^s  N.  P.  C. 
t7.  Du  Barre  t.  LirQtte^ 
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^Tk^  attorney  of  a  party  ia  the  cause  may  be  examined 
like  any  other  witness,  where  he  knew  the  fact  before  the 
retainer,  that  is,  before  he  was  addressed  in  his  professional 
character  (1);  or,  where  he  has  made  himself  a  party  to 
the  transaction  (2) ;  or,  where  he  is  questioned  to  a  colla- 
teral fact  within  his  own  knowledge,  or  to  a  fact  which  h^ 
might  have  known  without  being  intrusted  as  attorney  in 
the  cause  (3).  Thus,  if  he  is  a  subscribing  witness  to  a 
deed,  he  may  be  examined  concerning  the  execution  (4)« 
So,  if  there  be  a  question  about  an  erasure  in  a  deed  or 
will,  he  may  be  asked,  whether  he  had  ever  seen  the  in" 
strument  in  any  other  state,  for  it  is  a  fact  within  his  own 
knowledge  i  but  he  ought  not  to  be  {)ermitted  to  disclos<i 
any  confessions,  which  his  client  may  have  made  to  him 
on  the  subject  (5).  So,  if  an  attorney  were  present  when 
his  client  was  sworn  to  an  answer  in  chancery,  he  might  be 
a  witness  on  an  indictment  for  perjury,  to  prove  the  fact  of 
taking  the  oath,  which  is  a  fact  not  peculiarly  within  his 
knowledge  as  an  attorney,  and  not  committed  to  him  in 
secrecy  (6).  So,  the  attorney  of  one  of  the  parties  may  b^ 
examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written- notice,  which  had 
been  received  by  him  in  the  course  of  the  cause  calling 
upon  him  to  produce  papers  (7). 

On  the  same  principle,  in  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  bond^ 
the  plaintiflPs  attorney  was  admitted  by  Lord  Kenyon  to 
prove,  that  the  bond  had  been  given  on  an  usurious  con* 
sideration  (8).  And,  where  a  person,  (who  had  brought 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  which  was  afterwards  coni- 
promised  by  the  defendant,)  had  informed  the  attorney 

(1)  Cuts  V.  Pickering,  1  Ventr.    Esp.  N.  P.  C.  235. ;  5  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
t97.   Lord  Saj  and  Sealers  case,  10    53.  S.  C. 

Mod.  40. ;  BuU.  N.  P.  284.  S.  C.  4  (5)  Bun.  N.  P.  284.     1  Ventn 

T.  R.  759.  197. 

(2)  Duffin  V.  Smith,  Peake  N.  P.  (6)  Bull.  N.  P.  284.     Per  I^li?? 
C.  108.     Robson  v«  Kemp.  5  Esp.  Mansfield,  C.  J.  in  Cowp.  846.    B., 
N.  P.  C.  52.    Cowp..  815*  v.  Watkinson,  2  St.  1122,  corUraf 

(3)  Bull.  N.  P.  284.     Per  Lord  but  the  reporter  makes  a  queare, 
Mansfield,  C.  J.  m  Duchess  of  King-  (7)  Spenceley  v.  SchuUenberg,  7 
ston's  case,  11  State  Tr.  253.  East  357. 

,  (4)  Doe    d.    Jupp  T.   Andrews,        (8)  DuflSn  v.  Smith,  Peake  N.  P. 

Cowp.   846.     Robsoa  r^  Kemp,  4    C.  108* 
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after  the  compromise,  that  there  never  had  been  any  con- 
sideration *for  the  note,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  *  106 
that  the  attorney  was  compellable  to  disclose  that  circum- 
stance, in  an  action  brought  to  recover  back  the  money  (1)^ 
The  communication,  said  Lord  Kenyon,  was  not  here 
made  in  contemplation  of  a  suit.  On  the  contrary,  the 
purpose  in  view  had  been  already  obtained ;  and  what  was 
said  by  the  client  was  from  exultation,  in  having  before 
deceived  his  attorney  as  well  as  his  adversary  (a). 

(1)  Cobden  r.  Kendrick,  4  T.  R.  432* 


CHAP,  VII. 
Of  ctrtuin  general  Rules  of  Evidence*  • 

If  no  objection  is  made  to  the  competency  of  a  witniiss^ 
and  he  is  allowed  to  give  evidence,  the  next  question  is^ 
what  evidence  ought  to  be  given ;  and  in  what  manner  is 

■-^■»— — — — ^^-^  ■    I  — — >Mi     1,  ■■■■■i«,|.        HI      x.^^— —        II i 

(a)  An  attorney  may  be  examined  whether  a  note  put  into  bis 
bands  to  collect  was  indorsed  or  not.  Baker  v.  Arnold^  1  Caines^ 
Repm  258. 

Tbe  privilege  of  secrecy  is  so  strictly  confined  to  the  cases  of  at'* 
torney,  solicitor,  or  counsel,  that  not  only  physicians  are  admis^ 
sible  to  disclose  the  knowledge  which  they  have  acquired  in  their 
professional  characters,  as  stated  in  the  text,  but  a  priest  of  the 
Romish  churoh  cannot  refuse  to  answer  questions  respecting  facts 
which  came  to  bis  knowledge  in  a  confidential  communicatfon,  on 
the  ground  that  it  .was  made  to  him  in  the  exercise  of  his  clerical 
functions,  and  that  the  principles  of  bis  religion  forbade  him  to  dis- 
close it.  Butler  v.  Moore^  1  M^NaUy  253.  A  prisoner  being  a 
papist,  had  made  a  confession  before  a  protestant  clergyman,  of 
the  crime  for  which  he  was  indicted ,  and  t|at  confession. was  per- 
mitted to  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial,  and  he  was  «  evicted 
and  executed.    Rex  v.  Sparkes^  cited  Peahens  Cos.  77.    ^^^ 

U  one  who  is  sitting  as  judge  or  juryman,  happen  to  kn^Q  ^a  lact  ^  i 

With  which  the  other  judges  or  jurors  are  unacquainted »  he     )iworn 

T 
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the  witness  to  be  examiDod.  It  will,  therefore,  now  be  ne- 
cessary to  inquire  into  certain  general  rules,  which  have 
been  established,  for  the  purpose  of  directing  the  testimony 
of  witnesses,  and  for  the  more  effectual  attainment  of  the 
ends  of  justice.  The  consideration  of  these  rules  will  form 
the  subject  of  the  present  chapter ;  and  in  the  next  chap- 
ter some  inquiry  will  be  made  into  the  mode  of  examining 
witnesi^es. 

The  order  in  which  it  is  proposed  to  consider  the  sub- 
ject, is  the  following :  • 

First,  As  to  the  number  of  witnesses  to  the  proof  of  a 
fact ; 

Secondly,  Of  the  nature  of  presumptive  evidence ; 

Thirdly,  That  evidence  is  to  be  confined  to  the  points 
in  issue ; 
*  107  *Fourthly,  That  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  is  tp  be 

proved ; 

Fifthly,  That  the  substance  only  of  the  issue  need  be 
proved ; 
•  Sixthly,  That  the  best  evidence  is  to  be  given,  which 
the  nature  of  the  case  admits  ; 

Lastly,  That  hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible. 


Sect.  I. 

As  to  the  Number  of  Witnesses  for  the  Proof  of  a  Fact, 

The  general  rule  at  common  law  is,  that  a  single  wit- 
ness, if  credible,  is  sufficient  for  the  proof  of  any  fact ;  in 
which  respect  the  law  of  England  differs  from  the  civil 
law,  where  one  of  the  maxims  is,  '*  unius  responsio  non 
''  omnino  audiatur.^'     Lord  Coke,  indeed,  has  said  in  bis 


^52.* 
ahd  of'^'-  V  examined  as  to  the  fact,  the  same  as  any  other  witness, 

and  i^e^  I  uallyvliable  to  cross-examination.     Peake  Ev.  10.  n.  2 
/faw^e  ,  C.  c.*i|6,  §  17. 
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Commentary  (I),  that  ^'  when  a  trial  is  by  witnesses,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  challenge  of  a  juror  or  summon*  of  a  te- 
nant, the  affirmation  ought  to  be  proved  by  two  or  more 
witnesses,  but  where  the,  trial  is  by  verdict,  there  the  judg- 
ment is  not  given  upon  witnesses,  buJt  upon  the  verdict, 
and  upon  such  evidence  as  is  given  to  the  jury  they  find 
their  verdict."  But  this  distinction  has  been  denied  by 
Lord  Holt  (2),  and  the  doctrine  is  said  not  to  be  warranted 
by  the  authorities  cited  in  its  support.  By  our  law,  how« 
ever,  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness  will  not  be  sufficient 
in  a  few  particular  cases. 

First,  On  an  indictment  for  perjury,  the  evidence  oflncajeof 
one  witness  is  not  sufficient  to  convict  the  defendant ;  be-  P®'^'*'^' 
cause  then  there  would  only  be  one  oath  against  another. 
"  To  convict  a  man  of  perjury,"  said  C.  J.  Parker,  *ii>  *  108 

the  case  of  the  Queen  v.  Muscot  (1 ),  "  there  must  be  strong 
and  clear  evidence,  and  more  numerous  than  th6  evidence 
given  for  the  defendant."  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
laid  down,  that  two  witnesses  are  necessary  to  disprove  the 
fact  sworn  to  by  the  defendant ;  nor  does  that  appear  to* 
be  absolutely  requisite.  But,  at  least,  one  witness  is  not  ^ 
sufficient;  and,  in  addition  to  his  testimony,  some  other 
independent  evidence  ought  to  be  adduced. 

Secondly,  It  was  enacted,  for  the  security  of  the  subject,  In  case  of 
by  Stat.  1  Ed.  6.  c.  12.  §  22.,  that  «No  person  shall  be  ^'^^''' 
indicted,  arraigned,  condemned,  or  convicted  for  any  of* 
fence  of  treason,  petit  treason,  misprision  of  treason,  un- 
less the  offender  be  accused  by  two  sufficient  and  lawful 
witnesses,  or  willingly,  without  violence,  confess  the 
same  (a)."  By  the  common  law  one  witness  would  have 
been  sufficient  on  the  trial  of  those  offences  (6)  ;  and  this 


^ 


1)  Co.  Lit.  6.  6.  (1)  10  Mod.  193, 

2)  Shotter  v.  Friend,  CarUi.  144. 


(a)  Vide^ante,  84.  n.  (6) 

(6)  Ace.  1  M'JVally  31.  The  statutes  of  Edw.  6.  not  having 
been  enacted  in  Ireland,  one  witness  was  held  sufficient  to  convict 
for  high  treason. 
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is  the  first  act  of  the  legislature,  where  two  witnesses  are 
required.  A  similar  provision  is  contained  in  the  stat,  5,  6 
*  Ed.  6.  c.  1 1.  §  12.,  which  enacts,  that  ^'  No  person  shall  be 
indicted,  arraigned,  condemned,  •convicted,  or  attainted 
for  any  of  the  treasons  or  offences  in  that  act  mentioned, 
or  for  any  treasons  which  then  were  or  hereafter  might  be, 
unless  the  offender  should  be  accused  by  two  lawful  ac- 
cusers, who  at  the  time  of  the  arraignment  should  be 
brought,  &c.,  unless  the  party  arraigned  should  willingly, 
without  violence,  confess  the  same/'  So  that  two  witnesses 
would  at  that  time  have  been  necessary  in  treasons  re- 
lating to  the  coin  of  the  kingdom.  But  an  alteration  in 
this  respect  was  made  by  the  stat*  1,  2  Ph.  &  Mary,  c.  10. 
§  13.,  and  1,  2  Ph.  &  Mary,  c.  11.  §  3.,  which  provided, 
that  <^  in  all  cases  of  high  treason  concerning  the  current 
coin,  or  for  counterfeiting  the  king's  signet,  privy  seal, 
and  great  seal,  or  sign  manual,  and  on  trials  for  bringing 
counterfeit  coin  into  the  realm,  or  for  any  offence  con- 
cerning the  impairing,  counterfeiting,  or  forging  the  cur- 
"*  109  *rent  coin,  the  prisoners  should  be  tried  by -the  same  evi- 

dence, as  they  were  before  the  reign  of  Edward  the 
Sixth  (1).''  In  these  cases,  therefore,  a  single  witness  will 
now  be  sufficient ;  and  it  has  been  agreed  by  all  the  judges, 
that  these  statutes  extend  to  all  offences,  touching  the 
impairing  of  the  coin,  which  should  afterwards  be  made 
treason  (2).  The  stat.  7,  8  W.  3.  c.  3.,  which  relates  only 
to  such  treasons  as  induce  corruption  of  blood,  enacts  in 
the  second  section,  that  "  No  person  shall  be  tried  or  at- 
tainted of  that  species  of  high  treason,  or  of  misprision  of 
such  treason,  but  by  the  oaths  and  testimony  of  two  lawful 
witnesses,  either  both  of  them  to  the  same  overt  act,  or  one 
of  them  to  oqe,  and  the  other  of  them  to  another  overt  act 
of  the  same  treason ;  unless  the  party  indicted  and  tried 
bhall  willingly,  without  violence,  in  open  court  confess  the 
same,  or  shall  stand  mute,  or  refuse  to  plead,  or  in  cases 

(1)  Thfe  like  provbioo  io  statute        (2)  Gahagan^s  case,  1  Leach  Cr. 
$,  9  W.  3.  c.  26.  ».  7.  and  stat.  6    C.  60.     1  East  P.  C.  129,  9.  C. 
C  3.  c.  63.  8.  3. 
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of  high  treason  shall  peremptorily  challenge  above  the. 
number  of  thirty-five  of  the  jury,"  And  by  the  4th  section 
it  is  enacted,  "  If  two  or  more  distinct  treasons  of  divers 
kinds  are  alleged  in  one  indictment,  one  witness  produced 
to  prove  one  of  the  s&id  treasons,  and  another  witness  to 
prove  another  of  the  said  treasons,  shall  not  beseemed  to 
be  two  witnesses  to  the  same  treason  widiin  the  meaning 
of  this  act."  The  stat.  39,  40  G.  3.  c.  93.  enacts,  that 
"  in  all  cases  of  high  treason,  when  the  overt  act  alleged  in 
the  indictment  is  the  assassination  of  the  king  or  any  direct 
attempt  against  his  life,  or  against  his  person,  the  prisoner 
shall  be  tried  according  to  the  same  order  of  trial  and 
upon  the  like  evidence,  as  if  he  stood  charged  with  mur- 
der.'' A  conviction,  therefore,  in  such  a  case  may  pro- 
ceed on  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness. 

The  language  of  the  statutes  of  Edward  6.  is,  that  "  the 
offenders  are  to  be  accused  by  two  witnesses,"  that  is,  two 
*  witnesses  are  required  to  prove  the  offence  or  overt  act  of  *  1 10 
treason;  and  thestat.  ofW«  3.  expressly  confines  itself  to 
the  proof  of  the  overt  acts.  With  rc^spect  to  all  other 
acts,  therefore,  which  are  merely  collateral,  the  rule  of  - 
common  law  is  not  altered,  and  one  witness  is  still  suifi- 
cient(l). 

Thirdly,  it  is  an  established  principle  in  courts  of  equity,  In  courts  of 
that,  on  a  bill  praying  relief,  when  the  facts  charged  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  the  ground  for  obtaining  a  decree,  are  proved 
only  by  a  single  witness,  and  are  clearly  and  positively  de- 
nied by  the  answer  of  the  defendant ;  the  court  will  not 
grant  a  decree  against  the  defendant  (2)  (a).  But  where 
the  evidence  produced  by  the  plaintiff  is  so  far  supported 
and  corroborated  by  proof  of  concurring  circumstances,  as 

(1)  Snutfa'scase,  Fo«t.  242.  125.    2  Ves.  jun.  243.    East  Imh 

(2)  L»  Neve  v.  L»  Neve,  1  Ve».  64.    Comp.  v.  Donald,  9  Ves.  282,  a 
66.    3  Atk.  046.  S.  C.     1  Ves.  97. 

(a)  Vide  Clason  v.  Morris  4*  MQwatty  10  Jahns,  Rep.  624, 
BeaUy  v.  Smih  Sr  Thampsony  2  Hen,  4-  Mm.  395.     Hejfner  v.- 
Miller  «fr  Qtkersy  2  Mnn.  43.     Salter  v.  Speir^  TayL  318. 
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la   ecclesias- 
tical courts. 


ni 


to  outweigh  the  denial  in  the  defendant's  answer  (3),  (ab- 
stracting from  the  mind,  that  the  evidence  on  the  part  pf 
the  plaintifi*  comes  from  a  di8iniertsted\s\\xx^ss  (4),)  the  for^ 
mer  rule  will  not  apply  ;  and  the  evidence  of  a  single  wit- 
ness, so  strengthened  and  confirmed^  will  enable  the  court 
to  decree  against  the  answer.  And  there  are  many  cases, 
in  which  the  court  has  granted  a  decree  against  the  defen- 
dant on  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  when  his  testi- 
mony has  not  been  clearly  and  positively  contradicted  by 
the  answer  (5). 

By  the  civil  law,  as  was  before  observed,  two  witnesses 
are  required  for  the  proof  of  a  fact ;  and  such  is  the  rule  in 
ecclesiastical  courts,  whose  practice  is  founded  upon  that 
law.  But  even  in  those  courts,  if  a  matter  cognizable  at 
common  law  arises  incidentally  in  an  ecclesiastical  suit,  (as, 
where  a  revocation  of  a  will  is  pleaded,  or  payment  of  a 
*legacy,"or  plene  administravit,  and  the  like,)  the  proof 
ought  .to  be  according  to  the  principles  and  course  of  the 
common  law ;  and  if  they  disallow  the  plea,  because  it  is 
proved  only  by  a  single  witness,  they  may  be  controlled 
by  a  prohibition  ( 1 ). 


Sect.  II. 
Of  the  Nature  of  Presumptive  Evidence^ 
Pr^umptive       EVIDENCE  Consists  either  of  positive  or  of  presumptive 

evidence.  *  *  * 

proof.  The  proof  is  positive,  when  a  witness  speaks  di- 
rectly to  a  fact  from  his  own  immediate  knowledge  ;  and 
presumptive,  when  the  fact  itself  is  not  proved  tby  direct 


•(3)  Walton  v.  Hobbs,  2  Atk.  19. 
Janson  v.  Rany,  ib.  140.  Pember  v. 
Mathers,  1  Bro.  Ch.  C.  52.  Toole  v. 
Medlicott,  1  Ball  &  Beattj  403. 
Biddulph  V.  St.  John,  2  Sch.  &  Lef. 
521. 

(4)  9  Ves.  283. 

(5)  3  Atk.  650,     1  Ves.  66.  97. 
12  Ves.  80. 


(1)  Sir  W.  Juxon  v.  Lord  Byron, 
2  Lev.  64.  iiichardson  v.  Disborow^ 
1  Ventr.  291.  Sbotter  v.  Frieqd, 
Carth.  142.  1  Ld.  Ray.  221.  Cowp. 
424.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Prohibition,  (F. 
13.)  aad  (G.  2?.) 
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testimony,  but  is  to  be^  inferred  from  circumstances,  which 
either  necessarily  or  usually  attend  such  facts  (2).  It  is 
obvious  therefore,  that  a  presumption  is  more  or  less  like- 
ly to  be  true,  according  as  it  is  more  or  less  probable,  that 
the  circumstances  would  not  have  existed,  unless  the  fact, 
which  is  inferred  from  them,  had  also  existed  ;  and  that  a 
presumption  can  only  be  relied  on,  until  the  contrary  is 
actually  proved.  In  order  to  raise  a  presumption,  it  can- 
not be  necessary  to  confine  the  evidence  to  such  circum- 
stances alone,  as  could  not  have  happened,  unless  they  had 
been  also  attended  by  the  alleged  fact, — for  that  in  effect 
would  be  to  require  in  all  cases  evidence  amounting  to 
positive  proof; — but  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  those  cir- 
cumstances, which  usually  attend  the  fact.  If  the  circum- 
stantial evidence  be  such,  as  may  afford  a  fair  and  reason- 
able presumption  of  the  facts  to  be  tried,  it  is  to  be  re- 
ceived and  left  to  the  considei*atLon  of  the  jury,  to  whom 
alone  it  belongs  to  determine  upon  the  precise  force  and 
effect  of  the  circumstances  proved,  and  whether  they  are 
sufficiently  satisfactory  and  convincing  to  wari*ant  them  in 
finding  the  fact  in  issue  (3).  *Howeverj  for  the  purpose  of  *  112 

trying  the  weight  and  effect  of  such  presumptive  proofs,  it 
will  often  be  of  the  utmost  consequence  to  consider,  wheth- 
er any  oihtr  fact  happened,  which  might  have  been  attend- 
ed by  the  sam&  circumstances,  and  with  which  of  the  facts 
they  are  most  consistent. 

It  has  been  very  justly  observed  ( 1 ),  that  when  the  proofs 
are  dependent  on  each  other,  or  when  all  the  proofs  are 
dependent  upon  one,  the  number  of  proofs  neither  increase 
nor  diminish  the  probability  of  the  fact ;  for  the  force  of 
the  whole  is  not  greater  than  the  force  of  that,  on  which  * 

Ihey  depend.;  and  if  this  fails,  they  all  fall  to  the  ground. 
But  when  the  proofs  are  distinct  and  independent  of  each 
other,  the  probability  of  the  fact  increases  in  proportion  to 
the  number  of  the  proofs ;  for  the  falsehood  of  one  does  not 
diminish  the  veracity  of  another. 

(2)  Gilb.  Ev.  142.  (1)  Bcccvia,  oh.  lir. 

(3)  2  H.  Bl.  297. 
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Pr.  Ev.  of  The  fact  of  the  birth  of  a  child  during  a  lawful  marriage 

is  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  legitimacy.  Formerly  the  nde 
was  so  strict,  that  children  were  presumed  to  be  legitimate, 
unless  the  husband  had  been  out  of  the  kingdom  during  the 
whole  time  of  gestation  ;  but  this  doctrine  has  been  long 
exploded.  The  general  principle,  to  be  deduced  fi*om  the 
authorities  on  this  subject,  as  it  was  laid  down  and  con- 
firmed by  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Luffe  (2),  appears  to  be 
this,  that  where  there  are  circumstances,  which  show  an  im- 
possibility that  the  husband  could  be  the  father,  whether 
lirising  from  his  being  under  the  age  of  puberty,  or  from 
his  labouring  under  disability  occasioned  by  natural  infir* 
mity,  or  from  the  length  of  time  elapsed  since  his  death,  or 
from  his  continued  absence,  the  presumption  is  at  an  end, 
and  the  child  will  be  deemed  illegitimate  (a).  In  an  earli- 
er case  (3),  the  court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  there  was 
no  necessity  to  prove  the  impossibility j  if  the  other  circum- 
stances of  the  case  tended  strongly  to  repel  the  presump- 

^113  *tion  of  access.    And  this  point  has  been  since  established 

by  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  in  the  case  of  the  Banbury  claim 
of  peerage  (1),  in  which  it  was  held,lhat,  where  the  hus- 
band and  wife  are  not  proved  to  be  impotent,  and  have 
had  opportunity  of  access  to  each  other  during  the  period, 
in  which  a  child  could  be  begotten  and  bom  in  the  course 
of  nature,  the  presumption  of  legitimacy  arising  from  the 
birth  of  the  child  during  wedlock  may  be  rebutted  by  cir- 
cumstances inducing  a  contrary  presumption :  and  the  fact 
of  non-access,  (that  4s,  the  non-existence  of  sexual  inter- 
course,) as  well  as  the  fact  of  impotency,  may  always  be 
lawfully  proved  by  means  of  sucn  legal  evidence,  as  is 
strictly  admissible  in  every  other  case,  where  a  physical 
fact  is  to  be  proved.     It  has  been  held,  that,  in  the  case  of 

(2)  8  East  183.  206.  (I)  2  Selw.  N.  P.  681.  MS. 

(3)  Groodright  dem.  Thompson, 
.  V.  Saul,  4  T.  R.  366, 

(a)  See  this  subject  discussed  in  the  case  of  The  Commonwealth 
r.  Shepherd,  6  Binnei/  283. 
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^  divorce  a  mensa  et  thora\  a  child  born  afler  such  ii  sepa* 
ration  is  presumed  to  be  illegitimate  (2)  \  ill  this  case^ 
therefore,  the  party  who  assferts  the  child^s  legitimacy,  will 
have  to  p^oVe  accbss  (a). 

A  receipt  for  rent  due  6n  a  certain  day  is  strong  pre-  ^^V^V*^- 
sumptivis  evidence,  that  the  former  rents  have  been  reeu- 
larly  paid  down  to  that  time^  But  it  is  only  presumptive 
fevideftce ;  and  the  other  party  will  be  allowed  to  prove  the 
contrary,  '*  If  a  maix  gives  a  receipt  for  the  last  rent,  says 
Ch.  B.  Gilbert  (3),  the  former  is  presumed  to  be  paid,  be- 
cause he  is  supposed  first  to  receive  and  take  in  the  debts 
of  the  longest  standing;  especially  if  the  receipt  be  m  full 
of  all  demands,  then  it  is  plain  there  were  ho  debts  stand- 
ing out ;  and  if  this  be  under  hand  and  seal,  the  presump-< 
tion  is  so  strong,  that  the  law  admits  of  no  proof  to  the  con- 
trary.^' So,  in  an  action  for  work  and  labour  done  for  the 
defendant,  proof  that  the  plaintiff  and  other  workmen,  who 
were  employed  by  the  defendant,  came  regularly  to  re- 
ceive their  wages  from  the  defendant,  whose  practice  Was 
to  pay  every  week,  and  that  the  plaintiff  bad  not  been 
heard  to  complain  *of  non-payment,  would  be  presumptive  '114 

evidence  of  payment  to  meet  a  stale  demand  (1)  (6). 

(S)  Parisbes  of  St.  George  y.  St.  (l)  Lucas  t.  Norosilieilflld,  1  £sp. 
Margaret,  1  Salk.  133«  N.  P.  C.  390. 

(3)  Gilb.  Et.  142. 

(a)  Marriage  may,  in  most  instances,  be  presumed  from  cohabita- 
tion, reception  by  the  party's  family  as  man  and  wife,  and  other 
circumstances.  Harvey  v.  Harvey^  2  Blach  Rep,  877.  Read  y* 
Passer,  1  Esp.  Rep.  213.  S.  C.  Peake's  Cos.  231 4  FetOon  v. 
Reedy  4  Johru.  Rep,  52.  Nemtmryport  \.  Boothbay^  9  Mass.  Rep* 
414.  Tehs  ei  ux.  v.  Foster  <•  Williams ^  Tayl.  121.  Purcell  y* 
PurceU,  4  Hen.  4*  Mun.  507.  But  in  actions  of  crim.  con.  and 
prosecutions  for  polygamy^  an  actual  marriage  must  be  proved.  4 
Burr*  2057«     7  Johsis.  Rep.  314.  ante,  74.  n. 

(6)  An  order  to  pay  money  is,  in  the  bands  of  the  drawee,  evi- 
dence of  payment,  otherwise  of  an  order  to  deliver  goods.  BloutU 
y.  Siarkey's  Admrs.  TayL  110. 
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So,  in  the  case  of  a  bond,  which  has  been  sufiered  to  lie 
dormant  for  30  years,  payment  may  be  presumed  (a)« 
Forbearance  for  so  long  a  time  unexplained  is  a  circum- 
stance, from  which  the  jury  may  and  ought'  to  infer,  that 
the  bond  h2\^  been  satisfied  (2).  It  has  been  sometimes 
said,  that  payment  may  be  presumed  even  within  that 
time  (3) ;  but  this  is  to  be  understood  with  reference  only 
to  those  cases,  where  there  has  been  some  other  evijdence 
to  raise  such  a  presumption,  as,  the  settling  of  an  account 
in  the  intermediate  time,  without  noticing  any  demand 
upon  the  bond  (4).  However,  the  presumption  arising  after 
such  a  lapse  of  time  may  be  repelled  by  proof  of  the  de- 
fendant's recent  admission  of  the  debt;  or  by  proof  of  the 
payment  of  interest  within  20  years,  which  is  an  acknow* 
ledgment  that  the  principal  sum  was  not  then  discharg- 
ed (5)  ;  or  the  presumption  may  Jbe  answered  by  proof  of 
other  circumstances,  explaining  satisfactorily  why  an  ear- 
lier demand  has  not  been  made  (b). 

Ct)  6  Mod.  22.  4  Burr.  1963.  Os-        (4)  1  T.  R.  971, 2.   4  Burr.  196S. 
waJd  Y.  Legh,  1  T.  R.  270.  Colsel  v.  Budd,  1  Campb.  N.P.C.  27. 

(3)  1  Burr.  434.     Cowp.  109.  (6)  1  T.  R.  270. 


(a)  Vid«  Executors  of  Brewton  v.  Executors  of'-Cannon^  1  Bay 
482.  After  a  lapse  of  18  years  the  court  would  not  permit  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  up  on  .a  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney,  on  a» 
affidavit  stating  that  the  bond  was  duiy  executed  and  stilJ  remain- 
ed due  'y  that  the  obligor  was  living,  ami  that  the  reason  why  the 
Jud^ent  was  not  entered  up  before  was  the  insolvency  of  the  ob- 
ligor :  the  obligee  shoufd  have  shown  a  demand  of  payment,  and 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  within  the  18  years.  Executors 
of  Clark  v.  Hopkins^  7  Johns.  Rep.  666. 

(6)  Vide  CoUle  v.  Payne,  3  Day  289.  This  period  of  twenty 
years  must  be  exclusive  of  time  during  .which  the  plaintiff  was  un- 
der a  disability  to  sue.  Duritap  v.  Ball,  2  Cranch  180.  And 
must  be  exclusive  of  the  period  of  tumult  and  confusion  like  the 
revolutionary  war.  10  Johns.  Rep.  4 1 7,  Brewton' s  Executors  r. 
Caimofi'*  Executors,  1  Bay  483.  Where  the  plaintiff  to  rebut  the 
presumption,  proved  that  be  had  instituted  a  suit  against  a  person 
as  executor  of  the  obligor,  who  pleaded  that  he  never  was  executor, 
but  had  renounced  the  office,  whereupon  the  suit  was  discontinued, 
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With  respect  to  the  proof  of  the  payment  of  interest,  it 
may  be  proved  by  showing  an  indorsement  to  that  effect 
io  the  hand-writing  of  the  obligor,  or  made  by  his  direc- 
tion ;  or,  by  an  indorsement  in  the  hand-writing  of  the  ofo- 
h'gee,  provided  it  appears  by  extrinsic  evidence,  that  the 
indorsement  was  made  within  20  years  after  the  money 
was  payable,  that  is,  at  a  time  when  it  was  against  the  in- 
terest of  the  obligee  to  make  such  a  written  acknowledg- 
ment, unless  the  fact  were  true.  This  point  respecting  an 
indorseifaent  by  the  obligee^  was  determined  in  the  case  of 
Searle  v.  Lord  *Barrington(I),  in  an  action  by  the  admi-  *  115 

pistrator  of  an  obligee  against  the  administrator  of  the  ob- 
ligor.  The  defendant  pleaded  solvU  ad  diem^  and  insisted 
on  the  length  of  time  as  presumptive  evidence,  that  the  mo« 
ney  had  been  paid ;  in  answer  to  this,  the  plaintiff  offered 
in  evidence  an  indorsement  in  the  hand-writing  of  the  ob- 
ligee, who  died  about  13  years  after  the  date  of  the  bond, 
this  indorsement  stating  that  interest  had  been  paid  10 
years  after  the  date ;  and  after  much  argument  it  was  at 
length  determined  on  a  writ  of  error,  that  the  evidence 
was  admissible.  It  is  not  very  easy  to  perceive  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  this  decision  was  founded.  No  reason 
is  given  for  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  in  Lord  Ray- 
mond's report.     According  to  the  report  in  Strange,  the 

(1)  2  Stra.  aS6. ;  2Ld.  Raj.  1370.  exceptiou  was  tendered  and  signed.  . 
8.  C.  Pratt,  C.  J.  rejected  the  evi-  On  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer- 
cbnce  on  the  trial ;  but  the  other  chamber,  five  Judges  thought  it  ad- 
judges of  K.  B.  held  it  to  be  admis-  missible,  and  two  Judges  were  of  the 
alble.  On  a  secood  trial,  man j  years  contrary  opinion.  This  judsment 
a(ter,  Lord  Raymond,  C.  J.  recei?-  was  aAerwards  affirmed  in  the  House 
ed  the  evidence ;  on  which  a  bill  of  of  Lords. 

it  was  held  that  the  demand  was  insufficient  to  destroy  the  pre- 
sumption, baviog  been  made  of  a  person  wholly  unconnected  in 
the  transaction  ;  and  the  court  say,  that  a  writ  sued  out  against  the 
party  really  liable,  though  he  should  not  be  arrested  upon  it»  if 
the  transaction  were  bona  fide,  would  go  a  great  length  in  defeat- 
ing the  presumption ;  so  would  an  imperfect  writ,  if  the  proper 
party  were  arrested  upon  it.  Quince's  Administrators  v.  Rosses 
Administrators^  Taiyl.  165. 
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three  Judges  of  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  who  differed 
in  opinion  from  the  Chief  Justice  on  the  first  trial,  held 
that  the  indorsement  ought  to  have  been  left  to  thie  jury, 
**  because  the  jury  might  have  reason  to  believe,  that  it 
"  was  done  with  the  privity  of  the  obligor^  and  the  constant 
'♦.practice  is  for  the  obligee  to  indorse  the  payment  of  in- 
^*  terest  5  and  that  for  the  sake  of  the  obligor,  who  is  safer 
**  by  such  an  indorsement,  than  by  taking  a  loose  receipt." 
It  appears  indeed  to  be  certain,  that  if  extrinsic  evidence 
had  been  produced,  showing  the  indorsement  to  have  been 
made  with  the  privity  of  the  obligor^  such  evidence  would 
have  made  it  clearly  admissible  as  in  effect  the  obligor^s 
indorsement ;  but  perhaps  it  may  deserve  consideration, 
whether  such  extrinsic  evidence  was  not  previously  neces* 
sary,  before  the  indorsement  could  be  received  in  evi- 
dence J  for  the  objection  against  receiving  the  indorsement 
of  the  obligee,  which  the  Chief  Justice  on  the  first  trial 
thought  decisive,  was  this,  that  the  indorsement  being  in  the 
*  no  hand- writing  of  the  obligee,  who  •'had  the  bond  in  bis  cus- 

tody, and  might  enter  what  he  pleased  upon  it,  could  not 
be  evidence  for  him  nor  for  his  administrator,  though  it 
would  have  been  good:  evidence  against  him.  The. gene- 
ral principle  certainly  is,  that  a  person  cannot  make  evi- 
dence for  himself  5  what  he  says  or  writes  for  himself  can- 
not be  evidence  in  support  of  bis  right,  and  consequently 
cannot  be  evitjence  for  his  representative  claiming  in  his 
right  or  place  ;  what  a  party  has  said  or  done  may  be  evi- 
dence against  himself,  but  it  can  only  be  admitted  to  re- 
strain, not  to  advance  his  interest  (1),  And  although  there 
are  a  variety  of  cases,  in  which  written  entries  by  deceased 
persons  against  their  interest  have  been  admitted  as  evi* 
dence  of  the  fact  thei^  stated,  (as  will  appear  afterwards  in 
treating  of  the  subject  of  hearsay,)  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
in  those  cases  the  entries  were  given  in  evidence,  not  in 
favour  of  the  persons  who  had  made  them,  nor  for  the  rep- 
resentatives, but  were  produced  on  the  part  of  third  per-* 

(I)  2  Vcs.  42,  3.    5T.R.123. 
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sons,'  who  had  no  concern  whatever  in  making  them.  Lord 
Chancellor  Hardwicke  in  one  of  his  judgments  has  made 
some  observations  on  this  case  of  Searle  v.  Lord  Barring-  , 
ton  (3) ;  he  laid  down  the  general  principle  as  above  sta- 
ted, and  then  added,  '^  As  to  the  case  of  indorsements  by 
*'  an  obligee  of  the  payment  of  interest,  it  does  not  at  all 
'*  prove  the  original  right  to  the  thing  in  demand.  In- 
"  dorsements  by  an  obligee  of  the  payment  of  interest  on  . 
^^  a  bond  are  evidence  agmrMt  that  obligee  originally  in  the 
^^  nature-of  the  thing ;  and  the  other  is  only  consequential 
'*  evidence  to  take  it  out  of  the  presumption  arising'  from 
^'  length  of  time,  which  he  ought  to  have  the  benefit  of  on 
"  the  other  hand  ;  and  in  that  case,  I  take  it,  the  indorse- 
^^  ments  were  made  and  bore  date  within  the  twenty  years ; 
'^  for  if  those  indorsements  were  dated  after  the  expiration 
*^  of  twenty  years,  though  they  were  evidence  of  the  actual 
^*  payment  of  interest  after  that  time,  they  would  not  be 
"  evidence  to  take  it  out  of  that  *pre8umption  (1)."  Upon  *  117 

the  whole,  then,  the  case  of  Searle  v.  Lord  Barrington, 
must  be  considered  as  an  exception  to  the  general  princi- 
ple of  evidence,  and  as  having  been  decided  on  its  own 
peculiar  circumstances ;  and  though  oq  the  authority  of 
that  case,  which  underwent  so  much  revision,  an  indorse- 
ment by  the  oi%<e  should  be  considered  admissible  in  ^vi^ 
dence,  there  ought  certainly  to  be  some  extrinsic  evidence 
to  prove  that  the  indorsen>ent  was  made  within  the  20 
years.  Such  evidence  was  produced  in  that  case ;  it  be- 
ing there  proved,  that  the  obligee,  who  made  the  indorse- 
ment, died  about  13  years  after  the  date  of  the  bond.  It 
will  not  be  sufficient,  that  the  indorsement  bears  date  on  a 
certain  day,  and  purports  to  have  been  then  made.  That 
of  itself  proves  absolutely  nothing.  The  danger  is,  that 
the  obligee  may  be  induced  to  manufacture  evidence  for 
himself,  for  the  purpose  of  encountering  the  presumption, 
which  might  be  formed  against  him  after  his  forbearance 

(2)  Glynn  y.  Bank  of  England,  2    Lord  Raymond  in  Turner  v.  Crftp, 
Ves.  43.  2  Str.  «?7.  ^ 

(1)  This  point  was  so  ruled  bv 
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for  such  a  length  of  time*  Such  an  indorsemeot  therefore 
ought  to  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  to  have  been 
written  at  a  time,  when  its  effect  was  clearly  in  contradic- 
tion to  the  writer's  interest  (2).  Further,  it  should  seem, 
if  the  defendant  produces  evidence  of  the  payment  of  the 
principal  sum  and  interest,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed 
to  encounter  that  evidence  by  an  indorsement  in  his  own 
hand-writing,  purporting  that  interest  was  paid  on  a  sub- 
sequent day  ; — ^for  supposing  the  fact  to  be  true,  that  the 
bond  has  been  satisfied  by  payment,  it  would  obviously  be 
his  interest  to  make  such  an  indorsement,  which  he  might 
afterwards  use  as  evidence  in  an  action  upon  the  bond. 

Although  it  may  be  presumed  that  a  bond  has  been  sat* 
isfied  after  a  forbearance  for  30  years  unexplained  on  the 
part  of  the  obligee,  yet  it  has  been  held,  that,  in  the  case 
of  a  quit*rent  claimed  by  the  lord  of  a  manor,  proof  by  the 
tenant,  that  no  demand  had  been  made  upon  him  for  near 
*  118  "  *40  years,  was  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  presuming  a  re^ 
lease  or  extinguishment;  and  that  no  such  presumption 
could  be  raised  within  less  than  M  years,  which  is  the  pe- 
riod fixed  by  the  statute  of  limitations  (1)^  A  bond  may 
be  discharged  by  payment,  and  on  account  of  the  difficulty 
of  proving  this  fact  after  a  length  of, time,  it  is  reasonable 
to  presume  it  without  positive  proof:  but  for  the  extin- 
guishment of  a  quit-rent  a  deed  is  necessary,  and  it  would 
be  too  much  to  presume,  that  the  lord  of  the  manor  has  ex- 
ecuted such  a  deed,  from  the  mere  fact  of  his  not  having 
demanded  payment  of  the  quit-rent.  ^^  A  presumption,^' 
said  Mr.  Justice  Aston,  *^  from  mere  length  of  time,  which 
is  to  support  a  right,  is  very  different  from  a  presumption 
to  defeat  a  right ;  here  the  presumption  is  to  defeat  the 
right  of  the  lord  to  a  small  payment  within  the  50  years 
limited  by  the  statute ;  and  therefore  upon  a  mere  length 


I 


(2)  See  Roie  y,  Bryant,  2  Campb.        (1)  Eldiidge  t.  Knott,  Cowp.  214. 
321.;    and  Hoare  and  another  ▼. 
Coiyton,  4  Taunt.  660. 
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of  time  uDaccompaQied  by  other  circumstances,  such  a 
limitation  ought  not  to  be  altered,  and  another  set  up  (a)*'' 

Possession  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  property.  Posses-  Of  pfopeH|f« 
sion  with  an  assertion  of  property,  or  even  possession  alone, 
gives  the  possessor  such  a  property  as  will  enable  him  to 
maintain  an  action  of  trover jor  trespass  against  a  wrong- 
doer (2).  Thus  it  has  been  held,  that  an  agister  of  cattle 
may  maintain  trespass  against  a  person  for  wrongfully 
taking,  them  away  (3)  (6).  And  the  principle  applies  to 
criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases.  On  a  prosecution  for  lar- 
ceny, the  property  of  the  goods  may  be  laid  in  the  person 
who  had  possession  at  the  time ;  and  proof  of  the  mere 
possession  will  support  the  indictment.  This  has  been  de- 
termined in  the  case  of  an  agister  of  cattle  (4),  and  in  the 
case  of  a  coachman,  who  drove  the  stage-coach  by  which 
the  goods  were  sent  (5).  So,  (to  give  another  example  in 
a  civil  case,)  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  (6),  the 
mere  *fact  of  possession  of  a  ship  by  the  plaintiff  as  owner         *  1  IS 

(t)  Aimoiy  T.  Delamiiie,  1  9tr.        (6)  Deakin^s  ease,  2  East  P.  C» 

£06.   Graham  y.  Peate,  1  East  244.  653. 
Sutton  ▼.  Buck,  S  Taant.  302.  (S)  Robertson  r.  French,  4  East 

(3)  2  RolL  Abr.  tit.   Trespass,  130. 

(4)  Woodward's  ease,  2  East  P. 
C.  653. 

(a)  After  a  lapse  of  20  yean,  a  mortgage  will  be  presumed  sat- 
isfied, where  the  mortgagor  has  been  in  possession,  no  interest  has 
heen  paid,  or  steps  taken  to  enforce  the  mortgage.  1  Treat,  of 
EquUy  332.  n.  12  Fez.  266.  Higginson  t.  Mein,  4  Cranch  415. 
Jaduond.  The  People  v.  Wood^  12  Johtu.  Rep.  242.  Jatkton  d. 
The  PeopU  v»  Pierce^  10  John$.  Rep.  414.  The  period  is  not 
strictly  confined  to  20  years,  but  the  presumption  has  l>een  allow- 
ed after  a  lapse  of  19  years.  Jackson  d.  Martin  ^  othen  v.  Pratt, 
10  Johns.  Rep.  381.  In  like  manner  the  same  period  of  20  years  is 
prima  facie  a  bar  to  an  equity  of  redemption.  1  Pow.  on  Mori- 
gages  406.  1  Treat,  of  Eq.  332.  fi.  2  Treat,  of  Eq.  263.  1 
Wa^  18. 

(6)  So,  an  officer  who  has  taken  goods  under  an  execution,  may 
bring  trespass  or  trover,  against  a  person  who  takes  them  away. 
Bather  if  Knapp  y.  Miller^  6  Johns.  Rep.  195. 
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ift  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  of  ownership  ;  and  though 
it  should  appear  on  the  cross-examination  of  one  of  thp 
witnesses  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  plaintiff  derived  his  own- 
ership under  a  bill  of  sale  executed  by  the  witness  himself^ 
it  would  not  on  that  account  become  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  produce  that  bill  t)f  sale.  The  proof  of  posses- 
sion will  be  sufficient  without  the  aid  of  any  documentary 
proof,  unless  such  further  evidence  is  rendered  necessary 
in  consequence  of  some  contrary  proof  on  the  other  side, 
or  grant V  There  are  many  cases,  not  within  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, where  courts  of  justice,  from  a  principle  of  quieting 
possession,  have  held,  that  juries  ought  to  presume  the 
most  solemn  instruments  to  support  a  length  of  posses-* 
sion  (a).  The  rule  of  presumption  is  applied,  wherever 
the  possession  of  the  party  is  rightful,  to  invest  that  pos- 
session with  a  legal  title  (1).  Even  in  case  of  the  crown, 
which  is  not  bound  by  the  statutes  of  limitation,  a  charter 
or  grant  may  be  presumed  from  great  length  of  posses- 
sion (2)  (6). 

(1)  8  East  263.  102.    3  T.  R.  151.  8.  7  T.  R.  492. 

(2)Bedle  v.  Beard,  12  Rep.  5*     11  East  488* 
Mayor  of  Kingstoo  v.  Horoer^Cowp. 

(a)  It  has  been  said,  says  Ld.  Chan.  Erskine,  you  cannot  pre- 
sume unless  you  believe.  It  is  because  there  are  no  means  of 
creating  belief  or  disbelief,  that  such  general  presumptions  are 
raised,  upon  subjects,  of  which  there  is  no  record  or  written  muni- 
ment. Therefore  upon  the  weakness  and  infirmity  of  all  human 
tribunals,  judging  of  matters  of  antiquity,  instead  of  belief,  which 
must  be  the  foundation  of  the  judgment  upon  a  recent  transaction, 
where  the  circumstances  are  incapable  of  forming  any  thing  like 
belief,  the  ^gal  presumption  holds  the  place  of  particular  and  in- 
dividual belief.  Mankind,  from  the  infirmity  and  necessity  of  their 
situation,  must,  for  the  preservation  of  their  property  and  T\^ts^ 
have  recourse  to  some  general  principle,  to  take  the  place  of  indi- 
vidual and  specific  belief;  which  can  hold,  only  as  to  matters  with* 
in  our  own  time  ;  upon  which  a  conclusion  can  be  formed  from 
particular  and  individual  knowledge.     1^  Vez.  266,  267. 

(6)  So,  a  patent  or  grant  of  land  from  the  state,  which  is  matter 
of  record,  has  been  presumed,  aHer  a  length  of  possession.    Ardi^ 
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An  endowment  of  a  vicarage  may  be  presumed  from  the 
long  and  continued  possession  of  first  fruits  and  tenths  (3). 
So,  long  and  uninterrupted  usage  will  support  a  modus 
decimandi*     It  is  evidence  from  which  the  jury  may  pre-  ^ 

s}ime  an  agreement,  beyond  time  of  memory,  between  the 
land-owners  and  all  the  parties,  whose  consent  was  neces*^ 
sary  to  give  it  effect.  But  such  usage  will  not  of  itself  be 
sufficient  to  support  a  modus  de  non  decimando*  And  though 
immemorial  custom  is  evidence  of  the  other  kind  of  modus, 
and  is  in  general  a  ground  for  presuming  deeds  even 
against  the  crown  ;  yet  in  the  particular  instance  of  a  com- 
position for  tithes,  it  is  settled,  that  where  the  deed  cannot 
be  produced,  some  evidence  must  be  given  referring  to  the 
*deed,  or  showing  that  it  did  exist,  independent  of  mere  *  120 

usage.  And  the  reason  why  this  has  been  so  held  is  stated 
to  be,  that  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  church  would  be  de- 
frauded, and  every  bad  modus  turned  into  a  good  compo* 
sition.  ^^  The  presumption  of  a  deed  from  long  usage  is 
for  the  furtherance  of  justice  and  for  the  sake  of  peace, 
when  there  has  been  a  long  exercise  of  an  adverse  right. 
For  instance,  it  cannot  be  supposed,  that  any  man  would 
suffer  his  neighbour  to  obstruct  the  light  of  his  Windows 
and  render  his  house  uncomfortable,  or  to  use  a  way  with 
carts  and  carriages  over  his;  meadow  for  30  years  succes** 
sively,  unless  some  agreement  had  been  made  between  the 
parties  to  that  effect,  of  which  the  usage,  is  evidence.  But 
with  respect  to  a  composition-  for  tithes,  the  same  reason 
does  not  obtain,  because  temporary  agreements  are  made 
and  continued  for  the  convenience  of  parties  during  a  suc<» 

(3)  Crimes  t.  Smjth,  12  R«p.  4.    2  GwiU.  514«  716. 731. 
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er  V.  Sadler^  2  Hen.  4*  Mun.  370.  Dm  d.  Hanh  v.  Tucker,  Tayl. 
157.  In  an  action  of  ejectment,  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  un-^ 
der  a  grant  under  the  great  seal  of  the  state^  a  prior  grant  to  the 
defendant  was  presumed  from  uninterrupted  length  of  posaesrion. 
Lenee  of  ^Uion  V4  Saunder$i  1  Bayt  26.  A  recoveiy)  which  is  a 
conveyance  of  record,  may  be  presumed.  Ua$Hlden  v.  BrBdney 
2  xetftk  Rep*  159. 
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Cession  of  incumbenls :  there  is  no  exercise  of  any  adverse 
right,  which  is  generally  deemed  necessary  to  raise  the 
presumption  (!)•" 

Upon  the  same  principle,  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  an 
easement  for  20  years,  or  upwards,  is  strong  evidence  of  ft 
right  of  enjoyment,  from  which  juries  are  directed  by  the 
court  to  presume  a  conveyance  or  agreement ;  as,  in  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case  for  obstructing  the  plaintiff^s  lights  (2\  or 
in  the  case  of  a  market  regularly  kept  above  20  years  (3). 
So,  a  faculty  from  the  ordinary  may  be  presumed  from  the 
long  uninterrupted  usage  of  a  pew  in  a  church,  claimed  as 
appurtenant  to  a  messuage  (4)*  So,  an  adverse  enjoyment 
afdi  way  over  another  person's  land  for  above  20  years  is  a 
strong  ground  for  the  jury  to  presume  a  grant,  although  about 
.  26  years  ago  the  way  was  extinguished  by  an  award  under 
^121  *an  enctosure^act  (1).   If  indeed  the  party  had  asserted  hi& 

right  to  be  grounded  on  the  award,  this  would  show  that  the 
way  was  nsed  by  mistake ;  but  unless  it  could  be  clearly  re- 
ferred to  something  else  besides  adverse  possession,  the 
jury  would  probably  be  directed  not  to  consider  small  cir- 
cumstances as  raising  a  presumption,  that  the  possession 
arose  otherwise  than  by  grant  (a). 

(1)  Kniffbt  Y*  Habey^  ia  error,  2        (4)  Rogpen  v.  BvooIcbl  1  T.  Rr 

Bos.  k  Pull.  206.     The  first  case  oq  431.  (a).    Griffiths  ▼.  Matthews,  & 

this  subject  seems  to  have  been  in  T.  R.  996.  8. 
1778,  I&jTWood  y.  Nichols,  3  GwiU.        (I)  CampbeH  y.  Wilson,  3  East 

tlSO.    The  cases  are  collected  in  294. 3(^.  Keymer  y.  Sununers,  Bull. 

Rennet  y.  N«ale,  I  Wigbtw.  3M.  in  N.  P.  74^    Carr  y.  Heaton,  3  GwiU. 

^       Mr.  Baron  Wood^s  argument.  1262.    As  to  a  public  right  of  way, 

^  (2)  Lewitr.  Price,  reported  in  Mr.  by  a  presumedderelictiiQn  on  the  part 

Seijt.  WiUians's  edition  of  Saund*  2  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  see  the  catfr 

yol.  175.  a. ;  Dongal  y.  Wilson,  id.  ofthe  Trustees  of  the  Rugbj  Charity 

175.  b, ;  Darwin  y.-  Upton,  id.  3  T.  v.  Menyweather,  11  East  375.  n.  R. 

R.  159.  y.  Lloyd,  1  Campb.  N.  P.  G.  260. 

(3)  Holcroft  y.  Heel^  1  Bos.  $i 
Pull.  401. 


(a)  Twenty  years  occupation  of  a  way  or  other  easement  is  a 
sufficient  bar  to  an  action  of  trespass.  But  the  twenty  years  are  tO' 
be  reckoned  from  tbe  date  of  the  supposed  trespass,  and  not  fionr 
tiie  commeBcemeot  ol  the  action  brought  for  it^  StrotU  4*  ofioCfter 
ir.  Berry^  7  Mats.  Rep.  385, 


iSect.  2,]         Of  Presumptive  EvidencB.  12) 

Adverse  possession  for  a  shorter  period  than  20  year^ 
will  hot  of  itself  afford  a  ground  for  such  a  presumption  $ 
and  there  ought  to  be  some  other  evidence  in  support  of  ' 

the.  right  (2),  However,  a  license  may  be  presumed  with^ 
in  that  time,  though  in  general  a  grant  cannot ;  as,  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  to  recover  part  of  a  waste  enclosed  by 
the  defendant,  where  it  was  proved  that  the  steward  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor  had  from  time  to  time  seen  the  enclosurci 
wluch  had  been  Dearly  1 3  years,  without  malting  any  ob« 
jection,  this  was  held  to  be  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
might  presume  a  license  from  the  lord  (3). 

In  the  cases  which  have  been  mentioned,  the  usage  for 
20  years  was  considered  to  be  strong  presumptive  evidence 
of  a  grant  pr  agrefsment,  But  it  is  only  prasujnptivt  proof; 
and  therefore  evidence  is  admissible  to  repel  such  a  pre* 
sumption ;  as,  by  showing  that  the  usage  was  limited,  or 
modified,  or  bad  in  its  commencement,  or  that  it  clearly 
originated  ia  a  mistake  (4).  In  the  case  of  Darwin  y* 
Upton  (5),  which  has  been  cited,  where  the  effect  of  this 
kind  of  evidence  was  much  considered,  |Liord  Mansfield 
said,  "  The  enjoyment  of  lights  with  the  defendant's  acqui- 
escence for  20  years  i?  such  decisive  presumption  of  a  right 
by  grant  or  otherwise,  that,  unless  contradicted  or  ex-* 
^plained)  th^  jury  ought  to  believe  \U  But  it  is  impossible  »  ^  1^^ 
that  length  of  ^^^  ^^  ^  said  4o  be  an  absolute  bar  like  a 
statute  pf  limitation  \  it  is  certainly  a  presumptive  bar^ 
which  pught  to  50  tP  the  jury."  The  other  Judges  also 
were  strongly  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  case  of  Holcroft 
V.  Heel,  indeed  (1),  Ch.  J,  Eyre  who  tried  the  cause  held 
that  an  undisturbed  possession  of  a  market  by  the  defen- 
dant for  23  years  was  a  bar  to  an  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  the  grantee  of  a  neighbouring  market,  and  there- 
fore nonsuited  the  plaintiff;  and  the  Court  of  Commpn 
Pleas  ^eem,  from  the  report,  to  have  been  of  the  san^o 

(f)  6  Eai*  S15.    4  Borr.  1963.        (4)  3  East  300.  2. 
Cotteral  y.  Griffiths,  4  Eq».  N.  P.  C.        (5)  %  Samid,  175,  e. 
9>^'  0)  1  Bos,  U  Pun,  4f^, 

'  (^  Doe  dffm.  Fol^y  y.  WiboD, 
U  East  66, 
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the  instances  of  rights  of  way,  and  of  common ;  but  that 
happens,  because  the- tenant  suffers  an  immediate  and 
palpable  injury  to  his  own  possession,  and  therefore  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  upon  the  alert  to  guard  the  rights  of  the 
landlord  as  well  as  his  own,  and  to  make  common  cause 
with  him ;  but  the  same  cannot  be  said  of  lights  put  out 
by  the  neighbours  of  the  tenant,  in  which  he  may  probably 
take  no  concern,  as  he  may  have  no  immediate  interest  at 
stake  (a)." 

(a)  In  the  text,  those  cases  have  principally  been  consideredy  in 
which  grants  of  incorporeal  hereditaments  have  been  presumed ; 
but  it  is  certain  that  the  presumption  arising  from  length  of  pos- 
session equally  applies  to  lands  and  tenements.  So,  where  Af . 
died  in  possession  of  land,  and  his  son  and  heir  at  law,  succeeded 
to  the  possession  and  continued  in  the  undisturbed  possession  of  it 
for  18  years,  it  was  held  that  a  purchase  of  the  title  by  the  ances* 
(or  might  be  presumed.  Jackson  d.  McDonald  v.  M*C<Ulj  10 
Johns,  Rep.  377. 

Where  it  appears  that  a  party  in  possession  is  entitled  to  a  con^ 
vipyance  under  an  agreement  or  trust,  the  presumption  is  strong 
that  a  conveyance  has  been  executed  accordingly :  as,  where  an 
.agreement  for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  a  piece  of  land,  dated  in 
1689  was  produced  in  evidence,  the  jury  were  allowed  in  1809, 
to  presume  a  conveyance  pursuapt  to  the  agieemept.  /odbon  d. 
,  SUnUenburgh  4*  others  v.  Murray^  7  Johns-  Rep,  6.  Where  a  per- 
son might  have  claimed  a  conveyance  from  a  devisee,  by  virtue  pf 
a  trust  contained  in  the  will  of  thie  devisor,  and  eqt^red  on  tlie 
premises  50  years  ago,  and  he  and  his  heirs  )iad  bad  uninterrupted 
possession,  as  far  as  the  lands  were  frpm  their  nature  susceptible  of 
•  possession,  a  deed  is  to  be  presumed.  Fan  Dyck  y.  Fan  Beuren^ 
1  Caines*  Rep,  84.  A  conveyance  from  trustees  to  eestuy  que  trust 
has  been  presumed  in  much  less  time  than  20  years ;  as  where 
trustees  were  directed  to  convey -to  a  devisee  upon  bis  attaining 
the  age  of  21,  it  was  held  that  the  jury  might  presume  a  convey- 
ance, although  it  appears  that  not  more  than  four  years  bad  elapsed, 
since  the  devisee  arrived  at  the  age  of  21 ;  for  as  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  trustees  to  Convey,  to  which  they  might  have  been  compel- 
led by  a  court  of  equity,  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  they  bad  done 
Ifa^ir  duty.     England  d.  Sybum  v.  Sladt,  4  Term  Rep.  682.  y^id^ 
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Presumptive  or  circumstantial  evidence,  if  admissible  in  ^  criminai 
civil  cases,  must  obviously  be  equally  admissible  in  crim- 
inal prosecutions  ;  for,  whether  the  remedy  be  of  a  civil  or 
criminal  nature,  the  modes  of  reasoning  and  of  drawing 
conclusions  from  fiicts  must  necessarily  be  the  same*  In* 
deed,  it  must  very  commonly  happen  in  some  of  the  worst 
species  of  crimes,  that  this  is  the  only  kind  of  evidence 

11  Johm.^  Rep,  466.  On  the  same  principle  that  what,  ought  to 
have  been  done,  shall  be  presumed  to  have  been  done,  a  recon* 
veyance  of  the  legal  estate  may  be  presumed  after  a  length  of 
time,  and  when  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  conveyed  has  been 
answered.  Hillary  v.  Wallets  12  Fez.  J.  239.  lo  the  last  cited 
case,  the  master  of  the  rolls  observes,  that  length  of  time  does  not 
by  itself  furnish  the  same  sort  of  pi^sumption  in  this  case,  that  it 
does  in  a  case  of  adverse  possession.  Long  continued  possession 
implies  title ;  as  if  there  were  a  different  right,  the  probability  is, 
that  it  would  have  been  asserted.  But  undisturbed  enjoyment 
does  not  show  whether  the  tide  be  equitable  or  legal.  It  does  not  fol- 
low however,  that  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate,  cannot  be  the 
subject  of  presumption,  thoi^h  the  presumption  is  made  upon  a 
different  ground.  Id,  260, 261.  A  reconveyance  by  trustees  will 
never  be  presumed  where  such  recouYeyance  would  be  a  breach 
of  their  trust.  Keen  d,  Byron  4'  othen  v.  Deardon^  8  Ecut  248. 
Where  chattels  were  sold  and  a  bill  of  sale  given  by^  the  vendor, 
who  notwithstanding  continued  in  the  uninterrupted  possession  of 
them,  and  his  right  had  been  acknowledged  by  the  vendee,  it  was  held 
that  a  reconveyance  might  be  presumed.  Bigger^s  Aminiitrator 
V.  Alderwn^  1  Hen,  4*  Mvn,  64.  What  circumstances  will  justify 
the  presumption  of  a  deed  is  matter  of  law.  Stoever  v.  Lessee  of 
Whitman^  6  Binney  416. 

Where  the  heir^  of  an  intestate  acquiesced  for  20  years  in  the 
possession,  by  a  purchaser,  of  the  real  estate  of  their  ancestor,  un- 
der  a  sale  made  by  the  administrator,  it  was  presumed  that  the 
administrator  took  the  oath  and  posted  the  notifications  required  by 
law  previous  to  the  sale  ;  evidence  being  given  of  the  order  au- 
thorizing him  to  sell  and  of  the  actual  sale.  Gray  v.  Gardner  3 
Mass.  Rep.  399.  So,,  where  the  question  was  on  the  validity  of  a 
title  to  land,  derived  under  a  collector's  sale  of  more  than  30  years, 
it  was  held  that  the  jury  were  properly  instructed  te  consider  eve- 
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which  can  be  resorted  to ;  and  it  will  often  be  the  most 
satisfactory  and  convincing,  that  can  be  produced. 

Where  an  act  is  in  itself  unlawful,  it  is  presumed  to  be 
criintnal,  until  the  contrary  appear*  Thus,  on  a  charge 
of  murder,  malice  is  presumed  from  the  fiact  of  killing : 
and  if  there  are  any  circumstances  of  accident,  necessity, 
or  infirmity,  of  which  the  prisoner  would  avail  himself  in 
excuse  or  extenuation,  they  ought  to  be  proved  by  the 
prisoner  in  his  defence,  unless  they  arise  out  of  the  evi- 
dence produced  against  him«  On  an  indictment  for  lar- 
ceny, proof  that  the  stolen  goods  were  found  upon  the  pris- 
oner is  presumptive  evidence  against  him  of  his  having 
stolen  them,  so  as  to  call  upon  him  for  his  defence ;  and 
may  be  sui&cient  to  convict  him,  if  no  facts  appear  in  evi- 
*  125  *dence  to  repel  that  presumption.     This  kind  of  evidence 

is  frequently  strengthened  materially  by  other  circum- 
stances, as  by  proof  that  about  the  time  of  the  offence 
the  prisoned  was  near  the  spot  from  which  the  goods 
were  taken,  or  that  he  gave  some  false  account  respecting 
the  goods  on  being  charged  with  the  crime,  or  endeavour- 
ed to  conceal  them,  or  perhaps  tried  to  prevent  an  inspec- 
tion, or  by  some  other  proof  of  suspicious  circumstances 

ry  thing  as  proved,  which  might  be  reasoDably  and  fairly  presum- 
ed from  the  fact  and  circumstances  proved,  as  to  the  regularity  of 
the  tax  bills,  valuations,  warrants,  kc.  Ccleman  4*  another  v.  An* 
dersofif  10  Mass.  Rep.  105. 

After  a  long  possession  in  severalty,  a  deed  of  partition  may  )>e 
presumed.     Hepburn  4*  Dundas  v.  Auld,  5  Cranch  262. 

Where  in  a  sale  under  a  power  contained  in  a  mortgage,  a  drain 
of  10  feet  in  width  was  excepted,  it  was  intended,  after  a  lapse  of 
16  years  from  the  sale,  that  the  drain  had  antecedently  existed, 
and  was  founded  in  usage,  or  was  an  exception  in  the  previous 
deeds  of  the  land.  Bergen  v.  Bennett  I  Caines^  Cos.  in  Error  K 
An  original  lease  for  a  long  term  being  produced,  and  proof  given 
of  possession  for' 70  years,  it  will  be  left  to  the  jury  to  presume  the 
mesne  assignments.     Early.  Baxter^  2  W.  Black.  1228. 

Where  a  lease  is  proved  and  it  is  also  shown  that  the  claimant 


Sect  2.]         Of  Presumptive  Evidence,  125 

in  his  behaviour  (1).  On  the  other  hand,  the  inference 
arising  frooi  the  more  fact  of  possession  will  often  be  much 
weakened,  if  any  considerable  time  has  elapsed  between 
the  loss  of  the  property  and  the  finding  it  again,  or  if  the 

(1)  See  other  cases  of  presumptive  evidence,  in  the  next  section ;  and 
see  Index,  tit.  Presumption. 

hath  received  rent  within  20  years,  this  infers  a  seisin  in  fee,  and 
throws  it  upon  the  adverse  party  to  show  that  the  lease  is  subsist- 
ing. And  £yre,  Baron,  held,  that  where  rent  is  received  without 
any  proof  of  a  lease,  this  also  prima  facie  is  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  obliges  the  defendant  to  show,  that  it  is  either  a  quit 
rent  or  that  the  term  is  unexpired.  Harpur  v.  Brock^  3  fVoodcki. 
333.  '2  Bac.  Abr,  660.  Possession  and  rent  received  for  20 
years  were  held  admissible  evidence  of  a  fee,  to  be  left  to  a  jury 
in  a  case  where  the  only  paper  title  produced  by  the  plaintiff  was 
the  assignment  of  a  term  of  2000  years  ;  for  the  lease  (referred  to 
in  the  assignment)  is  one  of  the  muniments,  not  cu  a  lease ,  but  as  a 
term  to  attend  the  inheritance.  Denn  d,  Tarzwell  v.  Barnard^  2 
CoTup,  695.     Vide  Bac.  Abr.  E-uidence.  (h). 

Where  one  tenant  in  common  has  had  36  years  sole  and  unin- 
terrupted possession  of  the  premises  without  any  account  to,  or 
demand  made,  or  claim  set  up  by,  his  companion^  this  was  held  a 
sufficient  ground  for  a  jury  to  presume  an  actual  ouster,  of  the  co- 
tenant.  Doe  d.  Fishar  ^  others  v.  Prosser^  1  Cowp.  217.  So,  a 
sole  possession  under  claim  of  right  by  one  tenant  in  common  for 
42  years  is  sufficient  to  presume  or  ouster.  Vem  Dyek  v.  Van 
Beuren  4r  Vosburg^  1  Caines^  Rep.  84. 

Where  a  lease  contains  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of 
rent,  and  the  lessor  has  been  in  possession  for  a  length  of  time, 
subsequent  to  the  commencement,  and  during  the  continuance  of 
the  term,  a  re-entry  by  the  lessor  may  be  presumed.  Jackson  d. 
Smith  Sf  another  v.  Stewart,  6  Johns.  Rep,  34.  The  presumption 
has  been  admitted  after  a  possession  of  14  years.  Jackson  d.  Gooh 
^  others  v.  Demarest,  2  Coined  Rep.  382.  But  not  after  a  lapse 
of  only  nine  years.  Jackson  d.  DoneUy  ^  others  v.  Walsh,  3  Johns, 
Rep.  226. 

If  a  person  claiming  a  toll  for  passing  over  a  high-way,  can 
show  that  the  liberty  of  passing  over  the  soil,  and  the  taking  of  toll 
ibr  such  passage  are  both  immemorial,  and  that  the  soil  and  the 

Y 
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property  was  from  its  nature  likely  to  pass  in  the  interval 
through  many  bands;  especially,  where  the  prisoner  be- 
trayed no  appearance  of  guilt  at  the  time  of  his  apprehen- 
sion (a). 

A  presumption  of  fact  is  in  some  cases  made  a  presump- 
tion of  law.  Thus  in  the  law  of  treason,  an  intention  to 
kill  the  king  may  be  reasonably  inferred  from  a  conspira- 
cy to  seize  his  person  and  imprison  him.  ^^  Experience 
has  shown,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Foster  (2),  "  that  the  dis- 
tance is  very  small  between  the  prisons  and  the  graves  of 
princes."  This  is  a  presumption  of  fact.  But  it  is  fully 
settled  by  the  best  authorities,  that  such  a  conspiracy  is  in 
law  an  overt  act  of  compassing  the  king's  death,  and  in  it- 
self a  substantive  act  of  high  treason  within  the  statute  of 
Edward  the  third.  The  same  observation  applies  to  other 
acts,  which  have  a  less  immediate  and  direct  tendency  to 
endanger  the  king's  life,  as  entering  into  measures  in  con- 
cert with  foreigners  in  order  to  effect  an  invasion  of  the 
kingdom ;  this  also  is  an  overt  act  of  compassing  the  king's 
death  (2).  "  It  is  a  presumption  of  fact  so  obvious  and  so 
*  undeniable,  that  the  law  has  adopted  it,  and  made  it  a  pre- 
*  12(1  *sumption  of  law."    go,  on  an  indictment  for  the  mur- 

der of  a  bastard  c^ld,  the  concealment  of  the  death  by  the 

(2)  Tofit.  196. 


toils  were  before  the  time  of  legal  memory,  in  the  same  hands, 
though  severed  since,  it  shall  be  presumed  that  the  soil  was  origin- 
ally granted  to  the  public,  in  consideration  of  the  tolls.  Ld.  PeU 
ham  V.  PickersgiUi  1  Term  Rep,  660. 

(a)  Where  a  horse  is  stolen  and  is  found  in  possession  of  a  man 
at  such  a  distance  from  the  place  where  the  horse  was  missing,  in 
80  short  a  time  after  as  shoi^s  he  must  have  come  directly  from 
that  place,  and  without  any  loss  of  time,  that  is  such  evidence  as  a 
jury  may  infer  the  guilt.of  the  prisoner  upon,  as  it  raises  a  violent 
presumption  against  him  that  he  was  the  taker.  It  is  however  not 
conclusive.  Any  circumstance  inducing  a  probability  that  the 
prisoner  may  have  gotten  him  honestly,  will  render  it  improper  fof 
a  jury  to  convict.    SUUe  v.  Adams,  I  Hayw.  463. 
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mother  is  a  strong  circumstance  of  suspicion  against  her,  if 
the  child  is  proved  to  have  been  bom  alive.  But,  unless 
that  is  proved,  the  mere  fact  of  concealment  is  in  its  nature 
equivocal  (a).  However,  by  the  statute  of  31  J.  !•  c.  27.  the 
burden  of  proof  was  cast  upon  the  mother ;  and  unless  she 
proved  the  negative,  namely,  that  the  child  was  not  born 
alive,  that  statute  did  in  effect  make  the  concealment  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  murder.  This  act  has  been  since 
repealed  by  the  stiaitute  43  G.  3.  c.  58.  s.  3. ;  by  which  the 
endeavour  to  conceal  the  birth  is  subject  to  a  lighter  pun« 
ishment** 


Sect.  IIL 
Evidence  is  to  be  amfined  to  the  Points  in  tssue^ 

As  the  sole  object  and  end  of  evidence  is  to  ascertain  the 
truth  of  the  several  disputed  facts  or  points  in  issue  on  the 
one  side  or  on  the  other,  no  evidence  ought  to  be  admitted 
to  any  other  point.  Thus  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the  „ 
defendant  under  the  general  issue  of  non  assumpsit  may  give  at 
in  evidence  any  thing  which  shows,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
a  good  cause  of  action,  or  that  nothing  is  due  (1),  as,  per* 
formance,  or  payment  (6) ;  or  may  show  a  release  (2),  or 

(1)  Bull.  N.  P.  152.  (2)  BiiU.  N.  P.  ib.  2  Campb.  668. 

*  The  4th  aectioD  enacts,  ^^  that  it  maj  be  lawAil  for  the  jarj,  by  whot» 
Yerdict  any  prisoner  charged  with  such  murder  shall  be  acquitted,  to  find^ 
in  case  it  shall  so  appear  in  evidence,  that  the  prisoner  was  delivered  of 
issue  of  her  body,  which  if  bom  alive  would  have  been  bastard,  and  that 
she  did  by  secret  burying  or  otherwise  endeavour  to  conceal  the  birth  there- 
of, and  thereupon  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to  adjudge,  that  such 
prisoner  shall  be  committed  to  the  common  jail  or  house  of  correction  for 
any  time  not  exceeding  two  years.'' 


(a)  Vide  The  State  v.  Love,  1  Bay  167. 

(6)  Although  made  afler  the  commencement  of  the  siiit,  if  befort 
trial.  Bird  v.  Randall,  3  Burr,  1345.  Bailies  4r  another  r. 
Fettyplace  ^  another ,  7  Mass.  Rep,  325. 
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accord  and  satisfaction  (3),  as  a  legal  excuse  for  the  non- 
performance ;  or  that  the  contract  was  different  from  that 
*  127  ^stated  (as,  that  it  was  made  with  the  plaintiff  and  other 

^  persons  not  named  (a)  in  the  action  (1),  or  with  one  of  the 

plaintiffs  alone)  (2);  or  may  disaffirm  the  contract  by  show- 
ing, that  the  plaintiff,  who  sues  as  a  feme  sole,  was  married 
at  the  time  of  the  contract ;  or,  that  the  defendant,  who  is 
sued  as  a  feme  sole,  was  then  married ;  or,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  bankrupt  at  the  time  (3);  or  may  avoid  the  con- 
tract by  showing  that  it  was  (i)  usurious  (4),  or  founded  on 
a  gaming  transaction  (5),  or  that  the  defendant  was  an  in- 
fant (c)  at  tlie  time  of  making  the  promise  (6).  But  the  de- 
fendant cannot,  under  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  show  any 
matter,  that  would  not  go  to  the  gist  of  the  action,  but 
merely  to  discharge  it,  as  the  statute  of  limitations  (?)• 
And  though  it  should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  declaration, 
that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  within  six  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  yet  the  defendant  can  on- 
ly take  advantage  of  this,  by  pleading  the  statute.  Nor 
will  the  defendant  be  allowed  to  prove  under  the  general 
issue,  that  the  contract  was  not  with  himself  alone,  as  stated 

(3)  Paramore  v.  Johnson,  1  Lord        (3)  Bull.  N.  P.  153. 
Rav.  566.     12  Mod.  376.  S.  C.  U)  1  Str.  498.    BuU.  N.  P.  152. 

(1)  Legliae  v.  Champante,  2  Str.        (5)  1  Ld.  Raj.  89. 

820.  (6)  1  Salk.279.    Bull.  N.  P.  152. 

(2)  WUsford  V.  Wood,  1  E»p.  N.     Gilb.  Er.  163. 

P.  C.  183.  (7)  Bull.  N.  P.  152. 

(a)  Vide  Baker  v.  Jewell^  6  Mass.  Rep.  460.  Converse  v.  SymameSy 
10  Mass.  Rep.  377. 

(6)  Vide  Cuyler  v.  RMnson^  3  Day  68.  Levy  y.  Gadsby^  3 
Cranch  180. 

(c)  Vide  Wailing  v.  Toll,  9  Johns.  Rep.  389.  Stansbury  v. 
Marks,  4  Doll.  130.  But  infancy  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  pleaded 
in  abatement.     Schermerkom  v.  Jenkins,  7  Johns.  Rep.  373. 

A  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  must  in  general  be  pleaded 
..\  in  abatement;  but  it  may  be  shown,  under  the  general  issue,  that 

there  is  no  court  in  the  country  which  has  jurisdiction  of  the  cause. 
Rea  V,  Hayden,  3  Mass.  Rep.  24. 


♦ 
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in  the  declaration  (df),  but  jointly  with  other  persons  still  . 
living  (8);  for  proof  that  another  contracted  is  not  evidence, 
that  the  defendant  himself  did  not  contract.     Such  an  ob- 
jection can  only  avail  when  the  fact  is  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment.    And  although  it  should  appear  on  the  evidence 
produced  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  other  persons  are 
liable  as  joint  contractors  with  the  defendant,  this  is  no  va^ 
riance,  and  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover  (9).  But 
the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  by 
the  defendants,  cannot  give  eyidence  of  money  received  by     : 
the  defendants  and  another  partner  since  deceased  ;  for,  in  - 
such  a  case  there  cannot  be  a  plea  in  abatement,  as  if  the 
other  partner  were  still  alive  (10)  (e).  * 

*The  rule,  which  has  beenjust  laid  down  with  respect  to  *  128 

joint  contracts,  either  written  or  by  parol,  applies  also  to  ^^y*JJJ 
the  case  of  joint  bonds.  If  an  action  is  brought  against  one 
obligor  alone  who  pleads  non  est  factum,  the  plaintiff  may 
maintain  his  action,  notwithstanding  that  on  the  production 
of  the  bond  there  appears  to  be  a  joint  obligor  (1)  (a). 
The  plea  of  non  est  factum  puts  in  issue,  whether  it  be  the 
defendant's  deed  at  the  time  of  pleading.  Evidence  is 
therefore  admissible  under  this  plea,  to  show  that,  at  the 
time  of  pleading,  the  deed  was  by  the  rules  of  common  law 
absolutely  void  (2) ;  as,  that  the  defendant  was  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  a  lunatic  (3),  or  a  married  woman  (4),  or 

(8)  Rice  V.  Shute,  5  Burr.  2611.  (1)  Whelpdale^s  case,  5  Rep.  119. 
Abbot  V.  Smith,  2  Blac.  Rep.  946.  Cabell  ▼.  VaughaD,  1  SauDd.  291. 
Cowp.  832.  (2)  WheIpda]e'8ca8e,5Rep.  119. 

(9)  Gennain  v.  Frederick,   and  (3)  Yates  v.  Boen,  2  Str.  1104. 
EvaiiB  ▼.  Lewis,  1  Saund.  291.  e.  d,  (4)  Anon.  C.  12  Mod.  609.   Lam- 
in  note,  bertv.  Atkioff,  2  Campb.  272.  Bull. 

(10)  Spalding  v.  Mure  and  others,    N.  P.  172. ' 
6  T.  R.  363.  6. 

(d)  Vide  Ziele  v.  Executors  of  Campbell^  2  Johns,  Cos,  382. 
Robinson  v.  Fisher^  3  Caines^  Rep.  99. 

(e)  A  promise  must  be  proved  to  have  been  made  by  all  the  de- 
fendants, who  are  laid  in  the  declaration  to  have  made  it,  otber- 
wise  the  plaintiff  will  fail  under  the  general  issue.  Tom  v.  Good- 
rich and  others^  2  Johns,  Rep.  213. 

(o)  Vide  1  Bos.  4-  Pul.  72. 
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that  he  was  made  to  sign  it  when  so  drunk  (i)  as  not  to  know 
what  he  did  (5),  or  that  the  deed  was  delivered  as  an  escrow 
on  a  condition  not  performed  (6)  (c).  For  die  same  reason 
the  defendant  may  show,  that,  after  the  delivery  of  the  deed 
and  before  the  time  of  bringing  the  action,  the  deed  has 
been  altered  in  a  material  point  by  some  addition,  or 
rasure,  or  interlineation,  &c« ;  for  then  at  the  time  of  plead- 
ing, it  was  not  the  defendant's  deed,  but  absolutely  void  (7). 
And  the  rule  is  the  same,  whether  such  a  material  altera- 
tion was  made  by  the  obligee,  or  by  a  stranger  without  his 
privity ;  the  deed  is  void  in  either  case.  It  was  resolved 
in  Pigot's  case  (8),  that  if  the  obligee  alters  the  deed, 
though  in  words  not  material,  the  deed  is  void ;  but  if  a 
stranger,  without  his  privity,  alters  the  deed  in  any  point 
not  material,  it  will  not  avoid  the  deed.  The  defendant, 
under  the  general  plea  of  non  est  factum,  cannot  prove 
payment,  or  give  in  evidence  a  release,  or  accord  and  sat- 
isfaction ;  and  if  the  deed  is  merely  voidable,  (as,  by  rea- 
son of  his  infancy,  or  for  duress  of  his  person,)  he  may 
plead  such  matter,  and  so  avoid  the  deed ;  but  cannot  give 
^  1 29  it  in  evidence  under  the  *plea  of  non  est  factum,  for  at  the 

time  of  pleading,  it  had  not  been  avoided,  and  was  his 
deed  (I).  Even  in  cases,  where  it  is  enacted  by  the  legis- 
lature that  the  deed  shall  be  void,  (as,  by  stat.  9  Ann.  c. 
14.  s.  1.  for  gaming,  by  stat*  5,  6  Ed.  6.  c.  16.  s.  3,  3.  for 
sale  of  office,  by  12  Ann.  st.  2.  c.  12.  s.  2.  for  simony,  and 
by  stat.  13  Eliz.  c.  8.  for  usury,)  the  defendant  cannot 

(8)  B«n.  N.  P.  172.  (7)  5  Rep.  119.  6.    Pigot's  case, 

(6)  5  Rep.  119.  6.    Bdl.  N.  P.  11  Rep.  27. 

172.    Stoytes  v.  Pearson,  4  Esp.  N.  (8)  11  Rep.  27. 

P.C.  255.  (1)5  Rep.  119. 

(6)  Pitt  V.  Smithy  3  Campb.  33.  But  it  seems  that  the  intoxica- 
tion must  ha?e  arisen  by  the  contrirance  of  the  plaintiff.  JohniBti 
v.  Medlicott,  3  P.  Wma.  130. 

(c)  Or  that  a  different  instniment  was  substituted,  instead  of  the 
one  which  the  defendant  supposed  he  was  executing.  Fan  Vol-, 
kenburgh  y.  Rovky  12  JijUm.  Rep.  337. 
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take  advantage  of  this  under  the  plea  of  non  est  factum,  but 
ought  to  plead  the  special  matter  (2). 

In  an  action  of  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  the  de-  Not  gailtj, 
fendant  cannot  give  in  evidence,  under  the  general  issue,  "*  **^"** 
that  he  was  first  assaulted  by  the  plaintiff,  except  in  miti- 
gation of  damages  :  but  with  that  view  the  evidence  is  ad- 
missible. In  trespass  quart  clausum  fregitj  evidence  of 
title  and  of  right  of  possession  is  admissible  under  the  gen- 
eral issue ;  as,  a  demise  from  the  owner  of  the  land  (3)  ; 
or,  that  the  plaintiff^s  interest  in  the  premises,  which  he 
had  occupied  under  the  defendant,  had  expired  (4) :  or  the 
defendant  may  prove,  that  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  tres- 
pass the  freehold  and  right  of  possession  Were  in  a  third 
person,  and  that  he  entered  by  his  command  (5).  Such 
evidence  falsifies  tjie  declaration,  by  showing  that  tbe  de- 
fendant did  not  break  the  close,  as  is  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion (6).  But  the  defendant  under  this  plea  cannot  prove 
a  license  fit>m  the  plaintiff  (7),  or  defect  of  the  plaintiff's 
fences  (8),  or  right  of  common  (9),  or  right  of  way  (10),  or 
other  easement  (1 1).  Formerly,  he  could  not  have  proved 
that  he  entered  to  take  a  distress  for  a  rent-charge  (12); 
but  this  evidence  is  now.  admissible  under  tha  general  is- 
sue, by  Stat.  11  6.  2.  c.  19.  s.  21.  In  trespass  for  taking 
goods,  the  defendant  may  prove  under  the  general  issue, 
that  the  **goods  were  put  into  his  custody  as  pound-keeper,  *  130 

and  that  as  such  he  detained  them  (I). 

When  a  right  is  claimed  by  custom  in  a  particular  man-  !««« <» 
or  or  parish,  proof  of  a  similar  custom  in  an  adjoining 
parish  or  manor  is  not  admissible  evidence.     In  the  Duke  " 
of  Somerset's  ease  (2),  Lord  Ch.  J.  Raymond  said,  he  had 

(2)  5  Rep/119.  (11)  Hawkins  ▼.  WaJlia,  2  Wib. 

M  Dodd  V.  Kyffin,  7  T.  R.  354.      173.      • 

(4)  Argent  v.  Durrant,  8  T.  R.        ^12}  Co.  Lit.  283.  a. 

403.  U)  BadkiD  v.  ChanceDor  and  oth- 

(5)  Dienley's  case,  1  T^eon.  301.    ers.  Cowp.  476. 

8  T.  R.  403.  (2)  D.  of  Somerset  y.  France,  | 

re)  GUb.  Ev.  221.  Sir.  661.    Ruding  v.  Newel,  2  Str. 

[i)  GUb.  Et.  216.  2  T  R.  166. 8.  957.    Furaeaux  v.  Hatchins,  Cowp, 

rS)  Co.  Lit.  283.  a.  Gilb.  Ev.  216.  807.  By  BuUer,  J,  in  Noble  y.  Ken- 

[9)  Id.  noway,  2  Doug.  512.  S.   P.;    by 

[10)  Gilb.  Ey.  217.  220.  Wood,  B.  in  Doe  dem.  Foster  y.  Sis-      - 

son,  12  East  63.  S.  F.  3  GwiO.  965^ 
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always  looked  upon  it  as  a  settled  principle  in  the  law,  that 
the  customs  of  one  manor  should  not  be  given  in  evidence 
to  explain  the  custom  of  another  manor ;  for,  if  this  kind  of 
evidence  were  to  be  allowed,  the  consequence  seems  to  be, 
that  it  would  let  in  the  custom  of  one  manor  into  another, 
and  in  time  bring  the  customs  of  all  manors  to  be  the  same* 
And,  in  addition  to  this  argument  of  inconvenience  the  ob- 
jection taken  to  the  evidence  in  that  case,  namely,  that  it 
was  inapplicable  to  the  point  in  dispute,  appears  to  be  very 
strong;  customs  being  different  in  different  manors,  and 
in  their  nature  distinct.  Unless  therefore  some  connexion 
or  relation  is  proved  to  have  existed  between  them,  as,  by 
showing  that  they  were  all  formerly  holden  under  the  same 
lord,  or  that  the  one  manor  was  anciendy  parcel  of  the 
other  manor  (3),  such  evidence  is  not  admissible. 

But  several  cases  appear  to  have  determined  this  point, 
that,  where  all  the  manors  within  a  certain  district  are  held 
by  the  same  peculiar  tenure,  and  a  question  arises  in  any 
one  of  them  upon  an  incident  to  the  tenure,  evidence  may 
be  given  of  the  usage,  which  prevails  in  any  of  the  other 
manors  within  the  district.  The  first  reported  case  of  this 
kind  is  Champian  v.  Atkinson  (4),  where  the  question  was, 
whether  a  general  fine  was  due  to  an  infant  preceding  lord 
during  his  minority :  and  the  defendants  were  allowed  to 
give  in  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  this  issue,  that  other  ad- 
*  131  ^joining  manors  had  the  same  custom,  not  to  pay  to  the 

lord  before  he  attained  his  full  age  :  and  similar  evidence 
was  there  said  to  have  been  received,  on  a  question  of  copy • 
hold  tenure,  between  certain  manors  in  Middlesex.  On  the 
authority  of  this  case  of  Champian  v.  Atkinson,  the  Duke 
of  Somerset's  case  (1)  was  principally  decided.  On  a  trial 
at  bar  in  that  case,  where  the  issue  was,  whether  a  general 
fine  was  due  from  the  tenants  of  certain  manors  in  Cum* 

(3)  Moulia  V.  Dafison,  Cro.  Car.  on  appeal  to  the  H.  of  Lords  from 

484.  the  judgment  of  Lord  Talbot,  Ch.  ; 

^4^  3  Keb.  90.,  on  Tr.  at  bar.  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Ely  v.  War- 

0)  D.  of  Somerset  v.  France,  1  ren,  2  Atk.  189.  S.  P.     See  also 

Str.  658.   See  also  Tiovrther  v.  Raw  Cowp.  807, 8. ;  aod  1  Maule  &  Sel. 

and  others,  Fortesc.  44.  55.,  S.  P.,  662. 
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berland  to  the  Duke  as  next  admitting  lord,  the  Court  after 
much  argument  admitted  evidence,  that  the  same  fines  had 
been  paid  in  similar  cases  to  the  lords  of  other  manors. 
Lord  Ch.  J.  Raymond,  and  Reynolds,  J.  laid  down  the 
general  rule  as  above  stated,  and  were  strongly  against  ad- 
mitting the  evidence ;  but  afterwards  agreed  to  receive  it, 
on  the  authority  of  the  p/eccdcnt  in  Keble,  and  of  cases 
said  to  have  been  so  ruled  on  the  northern  circuit.  For- 
tescue,  J.  the  unly  other  judge  present,  thought  the  evidence 
admissible,  and  made  a  distinction  between  the  custom  and 
the  tenure  of  a  manor ;  and  as  the  question  there  to  be  tried 
merely  concerned  the  tenure  of  the  plaintiff's  manors,  he 
was  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  proper  to  inquire,  wh^( 
were  the  qualities  that  attended  other  estates  holden  by  the 
same  tenure.  So  in  the  case  of  Furneaux  v*  Hutchins,  on 
a  question  relative  to  the  custom  of  tithing  (2),  Lord  Mans- 
field, after  laying  down  the  general  rule,  that  "  proof  of 
the  custom  in  one  parish  is  not  evidence  to  affect  another 
parish,"  adds  this  qualification,  ^'  unless  the  custom  is  laid 
as  a  general  custom  of  tne  country.^'  Thus,  where  half  of  a 
river  belongs,  by  the  constant  custom  of  the  country,  to 
the  lords  of  the  manors  on  each  side  of  the  water,  proof  of 
the  custom  in  one  manor  is  evidence  of  the  same  customary 
right  in  another  (3)..  It  is  evidence  of  a  custom  pervading 
one  common  district  of  manors. 

*In  the  cases  which  have  been  cited,  proof  of  a  general  ^  133' 
right  over  one  entire  district  was  admitted  to  explain  and 
affect  the  rights  of  different  persons  in  different  parts. 
Upon  the  same  principle,  the  late  case  of  Sir  Thomas 
Stanley  V.  White  (1)  was  determined.  This  was  an  ac* 
tion  of  trespass  for  cutting  down  the  plaintiff's  trees ;  the 
defendant  pleaded  his  soil  and  freehold  in  the  close,  upon 
which  the  trees  were  growing,  &c. ;  the  plaintiff  replied, 
that  the  trees  were  his  trees  and  freehold.  It  appeared  on 
the  trial,  that  the  trees  in  question  grew  in  a  woody  belt, 
of  considerable  extent,  entire  and  undivided,  which  encir- 

(S)  Cowp.  808.  /  (1)  14  East  332. 

rS)  1  Maiile  ft  Sel.  609. 
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cled  the  plaintiff's  manor,  and  lay  contiguous  to  a  number 
of  closes  belonging  to  several  owners,  one  of  which  closes 
was  that  of  thQ  defendant.  Evidence  was  admitted  of 
several  atts  of  ownership,  in  different  parts  of  the  belt,  by 
^ose  under  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed,  which  had  been  ac- 
quiesced in  by  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  land.  And  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  aflerwai'ds,  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  adjudged  the  evidence  to  have  been  ofoperly  admit- 
ted, as  evidence  of  the  general  right  through  the  whole  ex- 
tent of  the  enclosure. 

The  general  rule,  then,  is,  that  a  custom  of  tithing,  &c. 
in  one  parish  is  not  evidence  of  a  custom  in  another.  So 
in  an  action  by  a  rector  for  tithes,  where  the  point  in  issue 
is,  whether  thei:ejexists  a  modus  of  a  certain  sum  of  money 
for  a  particular  farm  in  a  township  within  the  parish,  the 
defendant  will  not,  in  general,  be  allowed  to  inquire,  whe- 
ther other  farms  in  the  same  township  are  not  subject  to 
the  same  payment.  Such  an  inquiry,  however,  may  be 
very  proper  on  the  other  sidis,  in  cross-examination,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  such  payments  cannot  be  a  modus, 
consistently  with  the  evidence  which  has  been  previously 
.  adduced.  This  was  lately  adjudged  to  be  admissible  in  the 
case  of  Blundell  v.  Howard  (9).  The  question  there  was 
not  put  by  the  defendant  with  a  view  6{  supporting  the 
*  13S  *modus  set  up  by  him ;  but  was  put  by  the  plaintiffs^  in  or- 

der to  show,  that  this  and  similar  payments  by  the  occupi- 
ers of  different  tenements  were  merely  portions  of  a  sum 
in  gross  paid  throughout  the  township  by  way  of  composi- 
tion, and  could  not  be  a.  modus,  since  the  ecclesiastical 
surveys,  which  had  been  produced  on  the  part  of  the  rec- 
tor, were  entirely  silent  as  to  any  modus  co-extensive  with 
the  township. 
?Ttoto£oth^  In  the  case  of  Hunter  v.  Gibson  and  Johnson  (1),  which 
■cti,  «c.  ^^^  g^  action  by  an  indorsee  against  the  defendants  as  ac- 
ceptors of  an  instrument  purporting  to  be  a  bill  of  exchange, 

(2)  I  Maul,  k  Se].  292.  (^  2  H.  Bl.  187.  288.  290.  295. 

See  7  East  40. 
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a  question  arose  on  the  third  count,  which  stated  the  bill  to 
be  payable  to  bearer^  under  the  following  circumstances : 
It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  name  of  the  person  men- 
tioned  as  payee  was  merely  fictitious,  but  this  fact  was  not 
known  to  the  plaintiff;  andfor  the  purpose  of  showing,  that 
the  defendants,  at  the  time  of  their  acceptance,  either  knew 
the  name  in  the  bill  to  be  fictitious,  or  that  the  defendants  . 
had  given  authority  to  the  drawer  to  draw  the  bill  pro- 
duced payable  to  a  fictitious  person,  the  plaintiff  proposed 
to  prove,  that  the  defendants  had  given  a  general  authority 
to  the  drawer  to  draw  bills  of  exchange  upon  them,  to  be 
made  payable  to  fictitious  persons^  and  evidence  to  this 
effect  was  produced ;  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  ob- 
jected to  this  evidence,  on  the  ground,  that  it  had  no  re- 
lation to  the  particular  bill  in  question^  and  that  the  facts 
of  any  particular  transaction  could  not  legally  be  inferred 
from  circumstances  which  applied  wholly  to  other  transac- 
tions. Lord  Kenyon,  who  tried  the  cause,  admitted  the 
evidence;  upon  which,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  tea- 
dered  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench 
gave  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  error  (a).     A  writ  pf 


(a)  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  giving  a  false  character  of  one 
Johnson  as  to  solvency,  Lord  Kenyon  admitted  a  witness. to  prove 
that  the  defendant  had  recommended  Johnson  to  him  as  a  man  en-*^ 
titled  to  credit,  and  in  good  circun^stanees  i  in  consequence  of 
which  he  had  trusted  him  with  goods  and  been  defrauded  of  them» 
Johnson  being  a  man  of  no  property ;  as  the  testimony  proved  a 
subsisting  fraudulent  connexion  between  the  defendant  and  John- 
son.    Beal  V,  Thatcher,  3  Esp.  Rep.  194. 

In  aq  action  of  trover  for  goods  which  had  been  fraudulently 
obtained  by  the  defendant  and  one  L  from  the  plaintiff,  it  was  he)d 
that  subsequent  acts  of  collusion  and  fraud  by  the  defendant  and 
l(.  to  obtain  goods  from  other  persons  were  admissible  to  show  their 
intent  in  the  previous  transaction  between  them  and  the  plaintiff, 
Mliso^  T.  Alatthieu,  3  Johns.  Rep.  235.  Where  there  were  strong 
ciroumstances  to  suspect  that  a  note  had  been  fraudulently  altered » 
it  was  held  that  corroborating  circumstances,  (as  that  other  notes 
drawn  and  iq^orsed  Ifj  the  same  parties,  to  take  up  one  of  whicti 
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ff 

error  was  then  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  the 
question  on  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  was  referred 
to  the  judges.  On  this  question  there  was  a  division  among 
*  134  ♦the  judges;  but  the  majority  of  them  being  of  opinion, 

that  the  evidence  ought  to  have  been  received  and  left  to 
the  jury,  the  judgment  below  was  affirmed  (1). 

In  trespass  for  taking  goods,  the  plaintiff  can  only  prove 
the  taking  of  such  goods  as  are  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion. And  in  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  or  quart 
clausumf regit ^  where  the  declaration  charges,  that  the  de- 
fendant on  a  certain  day,  and  on  divers  other  days,  be- 
tween that  day  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  assault- 
ed, &c.  the  plaintiff  may  prove  any  number  of  trespasses 
within  those  limits ;  or  he  may  prove  a  trespass  beyond 
the  remotest  day,  waiving  all  the  rest  (2).    And  even  after 

(1)  See  infra,  p.  1S7.  as  to  the        («}  Bqll.  N.  P.  86, 
proof  of  hiovUdge  io  issuing  cottn« 
teiieit  money. 

the  note  in  question  had  been  given,  were  altered,)  were  admissi- 
ble to  strengthen  the  suspieions.  Rankin  v.  BlackweU,  2  Johns. 
Com,  198.  In  sui  action  against  A.  B.  &  C,  for  a  conspiracy  among 
themselves  to  defraud  such  merchants  and  traders  as  they  should  be 
able  to  impose  upon,  by  representing  A.,  who  was  a  bankrupt,  as  a 
in^n  of  large  property  and  safely  tp  be  trusted :  evidence  that  the 
defendants  made  audi  representations  to  other  persons  than  the 
plaintiff,  in  eonsequence  of  which  such  persons,  without  the  request 
of  the  defendants,  recommended  A.  to  the  plaintiff,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  was  induced  to  give  him  a  credit,  was  held  admissible.  In 
this  case  the  court  say  that  direct  evidence  was  not  to  be  required 
or  expected :  nor  was  it  requisite  that  the  circumstantial  evidence 
should  have  a  direct  relation  to  the  immediate  subject  of  inquiry ; 
much  less  that  the  inference  drawn  from  the  circumstances  proved, 
should  be  absolutely  certain  or  necessary.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
evidence  be  such  as  to  produce  a  fair  and  reasonable  presumption 
of  the  facts  in  issue,  and- if  it  has  that  tendency,  it  ought  to  be  re- 
ceived and  left  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  to  whom  alone  it 
belongs  to  determine  upon  the  precise  force  and  effect  of  the  cir< 
cumstances  proved.     Gardner  v.  Preston^  2  Day  205. 


• 
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proving  several  assaults  within  the  days  mentioned  in  the 
declaration,  perhaps  be  would  be  allowed  to  give  evidence 
of  assaults  committed  before  that  time,  as  proof  of  the  de- 
fendant's malice.  So,  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversa- 
tion, the  plaintiiTmay  prove  several  acts  of  adultery  within 
the  times  specified ;  and  in  addition  to  this,  he  may  show 
indecent  familiarities  antecedent  to  the  first-mentioned  day, 
though  he  cannot  show  a  previous  criminal  connexion. 

In  an  action  for  slander,  the  plaintiff,  after  provuig  the 
words  as  laid  in  the  declaration,  may  show  also,  that  the 
defendant  spoke  other  actionable  words  either  before  or 
afterwards  (3)  (a),  or  that  he  published  other  libels  (4)* 
This  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
the  defendant's  malice  in  publishing  or  speaking  the  words 
which  are  the  subject  of  the  action.  And  the  distinction, 
which  was  at  one  time  made  between  words  actional3le  and 
such  as  are  not  actionable,  (that,  in  the  latter  case  they 
might  be  given  in  evidence,  but  not  in  the  former,)  (5)  has 
*beeD  since  overruled  (1).  In  the  last  case  on  this  subject,  *  135 

Finnerty  v.  Tipper  (2),  which  was  an  action  for  a  libel 
published  in  a  periodical  work,  Mansfield,  C.  J.  refused  to 
admit  in  evidence  subsequent  numbers  of  the  same  work, 
unless  they  expressly  referred  to  the  libel  for  which  the 
action  was  brought ;  for  the  subsequent  publication,  he 
said,  might  contain  the  most  scandalous  imputations,  while 
the  former  libel  may  have  been  almost  nothing;  and  the 
necessary  consequence  must  be,  that  the  jury  would  give 
damages  for  the  second  libel  in  an  action  for  the  first,  al- 
though the  defendant  would  not  have  the  same  opportunity 
of  proving  the  truth  of  its  contents,  as  if  it  were  made  the 

(3)  Charlter  ▼.  Barrett,    Peake        (6)  Mead  ▼.  Daobigny,  Peake  N. 
N.  P.  C.2S.  Riutell  ▼.  Macqoitter,    P.  C.  135. 

1  Campb.  49.    Tate  ▼.  Humphrey,  (1)   RosteD  ▼.    Macqiiister,    1 

2Campb.  73(6).  Campb.  49.    And  see  cases  cited 

(4)  R.  v.  Pearce,  Peake  N.  P.    above. 

C.  74.    Lee  v.  Huboo,  Peake  N.        (2)  3  Campb.  72. 
P.  C.  166.    Plankett  v.  Cobbett, 
MS.  case  in  2  Sel.  N.  P.  938. 


(o)  S.  P.  Wallii  r.  Mean,  3  Bttmey  546. 
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subject  of  a  distinct  action.  The  Chief  Justice  was  of 
opinion  that  the  same  restriction  was  proper,  and  had 
been  observed,  in  actions  for  words  spoken,  namely,  that 
the'  subsequent  words  ought  to  refer  to  the  same  subject ; 
and  he  drew  a  distinction  between  the  case  then  before  him 
and  that  of  Carr  v.  Hood,  which  had  been  cited  for  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence ;  the  defence  there  was,  that 
the  publication  in  question  was  fair  criticism  on  the  writ- 
ings of  the  plaintiff,  and,  therefore,  any  other  papers  pub- 
lished by  the  defendant,  to  show  that  he  was  actuated  by 
malice  in  publishing  the  libel  complained  of,  were  certainly 
admissible  evidence..  On  a  review  of  the  cases,  which 
have  been  above  cited,  it  will  be  found  that  in  all  of  th^m 
except  two,  namely,  Lee  v.  Huson  and  Rustell  v.  Mac- 
quister,  the  subsequent  words  or  libels,  offered  in  evidence, 
did"  expressly  refer  to  those  which  were  the  subject  of  the 
action ;  and  in  those  two  cases,  it  does  not  appear  from 
the  reports,  whether  they  had,  or  had  not,  such  a  refer- 
ence (a). 

Ifl  criminal  The  same  rule  applies,  if  possible,  more  strongly  to 
criminal  prosecutions^  in  which  all  manner  of  evidence- 
ought  to  be  rejected,  that  is  foreign  to  the  point  in  issue  (6). 

*  I3G  This  *rule  is  founded  in  common  justice;  for  no  person 

can  be  expected  to  answer  unprepared,  at  once,  for  every 
action  of  his  life.  In  treason,  therefore,  no  evidence  is  to 
be  admitted  of  any  overt  act,  that  is  not  expressly  laid  in  the 
indictment.  This  was  the  rule  at  common  law;  and  it  is 
again  prescribed  and  enforced  by  the  statute  (I)  of  Wm.  3. 

(1)  7  W.  3.  c.  3. 8.  8. 

(a)  In  an  action  on  the  case  per  quod,  &c.  for  debauching  the 
plaintiff's  daughter,  it  has  been  held  that  the  daughter  was  not 
a  competent  witness  to  prove  a  promise  of  marriage,  in  order  to 
increase  the  damages ;  that  being  a  distinct  cause,  for  which  she 
has  herself  a  right  of  action  against  the  defendant.  TuUidge  v. 
Wade,  3  WiU.  18.  Foster  v,  Scojield,  1  Joliru.  Rep.  297.  Dodd 
v.  J^orris,  3  Campb.  61 9. 

(6)  Vide  The  United  States  v.  MitckeU,  %Dall  357, 
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which  contains  an  express  provision  to  that  effect,  in  con- 
sequence of  some  encroachments  that  had  been  made  in 
several  state  prosecutions  (2).  The  meaning  of  the  rule 
iS)  not  that  the  whole  detail  of  facts  should  be  set  forth, 
but  that  no  overt  act  amounting  to  a  distinct  independent 
charge^  though  falling  under  the  same  head  of  treason, 
shall  be  given  in  evidence,  unless  it  be  expressly  laid  in 
the  indictment;  but  still,  if  it  amount  to  a  direct  proof  of 
any  of  the  overt  acts  which  are  laid,  it  may  be  brought  as 
evidence  of  such  overt  acts  (3). 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  burglary  and  lar- 
ceny (4),  it  appeared  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  prisoners 
might  have  entered  the  house  before  it  was  dark,  and  that 
they  had  not  taken  any  part  of  the  goods  at  the  time  when 
they  were  discovered  in  the  house;  upon  which,  the  coun- 
sel for  the  prosecution  proposed  to  give  evidence  of  a  lar- 
ceny in  the  house  committed  by  the  prisoners  on  a  preced- 
ing day ;  but  the  Court  rejected  the  evidence,  on  the  ground 
that  it  teiided  to  prove  a  felony  of  a  totally  distinct  kind ; 
the  prisoners  were,  therefore,  acquitted  on  this  charge, 
but  afterwards  indicted  again  for  the  other  offence  and 
convicted. 

For  the  same  reason,  it  would  not  be  allowable  to  show, 
on  the  trial  of  an  indictment,  that  the  prisoner  has  a  gene- 
ral disposition  to  commit  the  same  kind  of  offence  as  that 
charged  against  him.  Thus,  in  a  prosecution  for  an  in- 
famous crime,  an  admission  by  the  prisoner  that  he  had 
^committed  such  an  offence  at  another  time  and  with  an-  *  137 

other  person,  and  that  he  had  a  tendency  to  such  prac- 
tices, ought  not  to  be  admitted  (1).  But  on  an  indictment 
for  uttering  a  bank  note,  knowing  it  to  be  forged,  proof 
that  the  prisoner  had  passed  other  forged  notes  of  the  same, 
kind,  is  evidence  that  he  knew  the  note  in  question  to  be 
forged  (2);  and  on  a  prosecution  for  uttering  counterfeit 


(2) 

4)  R.  V.  Vandercomb  and  Ab-        (2)  H.  v.  vVylie,  1  New  Rq>.  93. 
kot,  3  Leach  Cr.  C.  816.  R.  t.  fiall,  1  Campb.  2M. 


(2)  Foster,  245,  6.  (1)  R.  v.  Cole,  Mich,  term,  1810, 

Id.  by  allthe  judges,  MS. 
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money,  the  fact  of  the  prisoner  having  other  counterfeit 
money  upon  him,  or  of  his  having  uttered  other  pieces  of 
6ioney  of  the  same  kind,  is  evidence  of  his  having  known 
that  the  money  which  he  uttered  was  counterfeit  (3).  Such 
evidence,  far  from  being  foreign  to  the  point  in  issue,  is 
extremely  material;  for  the  head  of  the  offence  charged 
upon  the  prisoner  is,  that  he  did  the  act  with  knowledge ; 
and  it  would  seldom  be  possible  to  ascertain,  under  what 
circumstanoe  the  uttering  took  place,  whether  from  igno- 
rance or  with  an  intention  to  commit  a  fraud,  without  in- 
quiring into  the  demeanour  of  the  prisoner  in  the  course  of 
other  transactions.  The  more  detached  in  point  of  time 
the  previous  utterings  are,  the  less  relation  they  will  bear 
to  that  stated  in  the  indictment:  and  the  question  then 
would  be,  whether  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  warrant  die 
inference  of  knowledge  at  one  time,  from  such  particular 
transactions  at  another  time  (4).  That  is  a  question  en- 
>  tirely  for  the  jury.  But  whatever  weight  the  evidence  may 
have,  (which  is  quite  another  consideration,)  it  is  clearly 
admissible ;  not  as  evidence  of  another  offence^  but  simply 
of  another  transaction^  in  which  the  prisoner  was  engag- 
ed (5).  The  same  kind  of  proof  is  constantly  admitted  in 
trials  for  murder ;  in  which,  former  grudges  and  antece- 
dent menaces  are  evidence  of  the  prisoner's  malice  against 
the  deceased  (a). 
*  138  *The  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  all  the  material  parts 

of  the  indictment;  and  under  this  plea  the  prisoner  may 
give  in  evidence  any  matter  of  justification,  excuse,  or  ex- 
tenuation. And  if  some  other  acts  of  the  prisoner,  be- 
sides those  which  are  the  subject  of  the  indictment,  are 
proved  against  him  for  the  purpose  of  showing  his  design 
in  the  affair  in  question,  he  will  be  allowed  to  explain  those 

SI  New  Rep.  95.  (6)  See  also  Rickman's  case,  3 

Id.  94.  See  supra,  as  to  pre-    East  P.  C.  1036. 
snnoLptive  evidence;  and  Hunter  v. 
Gibson  and  Johnson,  supra,  p.  133. 


(o)  Vide  StaU  v.  Qretn^  Kirby  87. 
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parts  of  his  conduct,  and  with  this  view  may  give  in  evi- 
dence other  contemporaneous  particulars  of  his  conduct, 
which  show  that  he  had  a  different  design  from  that  imput- 
ed to  him.  This  limitation,  (namely,  that  the  particulars 
offered  in  evidence'  by  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  contempo- 
^  raneous  with  those  proved  on  the  other  side,  or  at  least  , 

confined  within  the  same  limits  to  which  the  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  prosecution  is  subject,)  appears  to  be  not 
unreasonable ;  for  otherwise  the  prisoner  would  be  at  li- 
berty to  take  the  whole  range  of  his  life,  in  the  course  ot 
wliich  his  character  and  his  designs  may  have  undergone 
a  complete  change*  This  observation,  however,  is  made 
with  great  deference ;  as  the  rule  certs^inly  appears  to  have 
been  carried  much  further  in  one  of  the  modern  state  trials, 
in  the  case  of  Home  Tooke  (1).  In  that  case  several  pub- 
lications were  given  in  evidence,  oti  the  part  of  the  crown^ 
containing  republican. opinions,  which  had  b^en  distributed 
by  the  prisoner  during  the  period  assigned  in  the  indictment 
for  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy  /  and  this  evidence  was 
much  relied  on,  as  showing  that  the  notion  of  a  reform^ 
which  was  expected  to  be  set  up  by  the  prisoner  in  his  de- 
fence, was  a  mere  pretext  to  cover  his  treasonable  designs} 
to  repel  this  conclusion,  the  counset  for  the  prisoner  offer- 
ed in  evidence  a  book,  which  had  been  written  by  the  pri- 
soner 1 2  years  before^  on  the  subject  of  parliamentary  re- 
form; the  evidence  was  objected  to,  as  having  no  relation 
with  the  particular  transaction  in  question,  and  because  the  * 
prisoner's  opinions,  whatever  they  were  formerly,  might 
have  afterwards  changed.  But  Lord  Ch«  J«.Eyre  said, 
that  the  ^question  was  not  whether  this  book  had  a  refer-  ii9 

ence  to  the  conspiracy  charged,  but  whether  it  had  not 
reference  to  the  proof  given  in  support  of  the  charge ;  and 
he  thought  it  evidence  to  rebut  the  supposition,  that  the 
reform  of  parliament  was  a  pretence  made  by  the  prison* 
er.     The  book  was  accordingly  received  in  evidence^ 

(I)  1  EaBt  P.  C.  61^ 
3  A 


m^ 
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^J^^®"*^  ^^  As  evidence  is  to  be  confined  to  the  points  in  issue*,  the 
character  of  either  party  cannot  be  inquired  into,  in  a  clvit 
suit,  unless  it  is  put  in  issue  by  the  nature  of  the  proceed-' 
ing  itself  (1)^  Thus,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  by  an  heir 
at  law^  (o  set  aside  a  will  for  fraud  and  imposition  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant,  witnesses  cannot  be  examined  la 
the  defendant's  good  character  (2).  So,  on  the  trial  of  an 
information  against  the  defendant  for  keeping  false  weights, 
where  it  was  proposed  to  call  witnesses  on  behalf  of  his 
character^  Elyre,  C.  B«  ruled,  that  such  evidence  was  not 
^  admissible  in  a  civil  suit  (3).  *^  The  offence  imputed  is 
not,''  he  said,  "  in  the  shape  of  a  crime.  To  admit  such 
evidence  would  be  contrary  to  the  true  line  of  distinction, 
which  is  this,  that  in  a  direct  prosecution  for  a  crime  it  is 
admissible,  but  where  the  prosecution  is  not  directly  for  the 
crime  but  for  the  penalty,  it  is  not.  If  evidence  to  cha« 
racter  were  admissible  in  such  a  case  as  this,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  try  character  in  every  charge  of  fraud  upoa 
the  excise  and  custom-house  laws  (a)." 

But  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation  with  the 
plaintiff's  wife,  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  wife's  gen- 
eral bad  character  for  want  of  chastity,  or  of  particular 
acts  of  adultery  committed  by  her  before  she  became  ac- 
quainted with  the  defendant  (4)  (i).     This  evidence  is  al- 

n1  BtfU.  N.  P.  [298.]  (4)  BuU.  N.  P.  27.  296.    Robcrti 

(2)  Goodriji^ht  dem.  Farr  v.  Hidtf,  v.  Mulstoo,  MS.  case  io  Selw.  N.  P* 
BuU.  N.  P.  296.  26. 

(3)  Attoraey-Geoeral  ▼.  Bowman. 
2  Bos.  &,  Pull.  532.  (a). 


(a)  It  has  been  held,  that  in  actions  of  tort,  and  espeeially  such 
as  charge  a  defendant  with  gross  depravity  •upon  circumstances 
merely,  evidence  of  uniform  integrity  andj|nl  c^racter  is  admis- 
sible to  repel  the  cbarge.     Ruan  v.  Perrjf^tfiines'  Rep.  20. 

(b)  Id  an  action  for  a  breacb  qf  a  prmimbfinarriage,  the  de- 
fendant may  give  in  evidence  in  mitigalfth  l^iaumges^xhfi  geneni 
conduct  oMie  plaintiff  as  to  chastity,  ijhetber  before  of  after  the 
time  he  made  the  promise  to  her,  or  toibe  period  of  (he  proposed 
carriage.    Johnson  v.  CauUuns^  1  JM9.  Ca$.  116. 
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lowed  in  mitigation  of  damages.  So  it  may  be  proved,  in 
mitigation  of  damages,  that  the  plaintiff  himself  has  carried 
on  a  criminal  ^conversation  with  other  women  (1)  ;  or  that  "*  140 

the  plaintiff's  wife  made  the  first  advances  to  the  defend* 
ant  (2).  Also,  in  an  action  for  a  libel,  imputing  a  crime  to 
the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  which  be  complained  of 
having  lost  the  society  of  his  acquaintance,  the  defendant 
on  the  general  issue  bas  been  allowed  to  show,  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damage3,  that,  before  and  at  the  tipae  of  the  publi- 
cation of  t})e  supposed  libel,  the  plaintiff  was  generally  sus- 
pected of  the  crime  imputed  to  him,  aqd  that  on  account 
of  this  suspicion  his  acquaintance  had  ceased  to  associate 
with  him  (3)  (a).  Such  evidence  however  is  not  admissi- 
ble, where  the  defendant  by  his  plea  puis  in  issue  the  truth  of 
the  charge  imputed (4)  (6).  And  in  aq  action  for  a  malicious 
prosecution,  the  defendant  after  proving  circi^mstances  of 
suspicion  against  the  plaintiff,  may  give  evidence  of  his 
general  bad  character,  in  order  to  show  that  he  had  probs^^ 
ble  cause  for  instituting  the  prosecution  (5)  (c). 

(1)  Bull.  N.  P.  27.    Duberiey  r.    P.  C.  50$,    Gardiner  v.  Jadit,  M9, 
Gunning,  4  T.  R.  658.     Bromley  y.    case  in  SeJw.  N.  P.  25. 

Wallace,  4  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  237.  Lord  (3)  Ld.  Leicester  t.  Walter,  ft 

Kenyon,  in  two  cases,  (Wyndham  v.  Campb.  25l»  {  and  three  other  casei 

Ld.  Wycomb,  4  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  16.,  there  cited  by  counsd,  S.  P.,&        . 

and  another  case  there  cited,)  held  v.  Moor,  1  Maul.  Sel.  284. 

such  proof  to  be  a  bar  to  the  plam**  (4)  Snoiydon  y.  Smith,  ruled  by 

tiff^s  action.     But  now  this  is  not  so  Heath,  J.  1  Maul.  Sel.  286.  (a), 

considered.  (5)  Rodriguez  y.  Tadmire,  2  Esp. 

(2)  Elsam  v.  Faircett,  2  Esp,  N.  N.  P.  C,  720, 

(a)  Sed  vide'  $  Miass.  Rep,  518,  aqd  3ee  Foot  v.  Tracy ^  1 
Johnt.  Rep,  46.  In  the  last  case  the  question  was  whether  the  de- 
fepdaqt  in  an  aptioo  for  a  libel,  should  be  allowed  to  give  evidence 
under  the  gener^  i^i^pf  the  general  bad  character  of  the  plain-^ 
tiff  in  mitigation  of^cRRnages.  The  court  was  equally  divided^ 
Kent,  Ch.  J,  jind^i^K^^P^^i^*  ^*  being  for,  and  Livingston  and 
TompkipSy  Js.  agaii^  admitting  the  evidence. 
(6)  Vide  fFo/coM  v.  Hall,  6  Mass.  Rep.  514.  3  Mass,  Rep.  553* 
(jc)  In  an  aetion  of  slander,  the  plaintiff  may  give  in  evidence  tQ 
aggravate  the  damages,  bis  own  rank  and  condition  of  life,  and 
fHfiQ  tb^  defendant  ma^  avail  hipiself  of  sucb  evidence,  when  it 
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In  trials  for  felony  the  prisoner  is  always  permitted  to 
call  witnesses  to  his  general  character ;  and  when  the  evi- 
dence against  him  is  doubtful,  such  testimony  may  be  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  an  acquittal  (J).  The  same  rule  seems  to 
apply  with  equal  force  to  trials  for  misdemeanors,  where 
tke  direct  object  of  the  prosecution  is  to  punish  the  offence. 
So,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  a  rape,  evidence  is  ad- 
missible on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that  the  woman  bore 
a  notoriously  bad  character  for  want  of  chastity  and  com- 
mon decency,  or  that  she  had  previously  been  criminally 
connected  with  the  prisoner.  In  such  a  prosecution,  how- 
ever, it  cannot  be  shown  that  she  had  a  criminal  connexion 
with  other  persons  (6). 
^  |4|  *As  the  jury  are  bound  to  try  only  the  matter  in  issue 

between  the  parties,  no  evidence  need  be  given  to  prove 
any  points  which  are  admitted  on  record,  and  none  can  be 
received  to  contradict  tlie  record  (1).  Thus  in  an  action 
for  cutting  down  trees,  if  the  plaintiff  replies  to  the  defend- 
ant's plea  of  soil  and  freehold,  that  the  trees  were  his  trees 
and  freehold,  &c.,  he  thereby  admits  the  plea  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  cannot  dispute  that  he  had  the  freehold  of  the 
soiL  So,  if  a  tenant  justifies  for  common,  and  the  issue  on 
.  the  right  of  common  is  found  for  the  demandant,  the  jury 
cannot  find,  that  the  tenant  did  not  .put  in  his  cattle;  for 
that  is  admitted  (S),  So,  in  an  action  of  debt  on*award, 
where  the  defendant  pleads  no  such  awards  the  jury  cannot 
find  matters  which  make  the  award  void,  if  Uiey  are  not 
contained  in  the  award  itself  (3). 

The  same  rule  will  apply  to  judgments  by  default,  to 

(6)  Hodgson's  case,  by  a  mcfority        (2)  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Pleader.  (S. 

of  the  judges  on  a  case  reserved.  17.) 
1812.  MS.  (3)  2  RoU.  Ab.  692. 1.  25. 

(1)  Bull.  N.  P.  [298.] 


will  have  a  legal  tendency  to  mitigate  the  damages.     Lamed  v. 
Bvffintony  3  Mass,  Rep,  551. 

(d)  Vide  CommonweaUh  v.  Hardy y  2  Mass.  Rep,  317. 
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the  payment  of  money  into  court,  and  to  particulars  of 
demand  under  a  Judge's  order.  The  eflfect  of  these  is 
here  shortly  considered. 

First,  as  to  judgments  by  default. — ^A  judgment  by  de-  Judgment  by 
fault  is  an  admission  of  the  cause  of  action.  Thus  in  an 
action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  against  the  defendant  as  ac- 
ceptor, it  admits  that  he  accepted  it,  and  that  the  bill  is  as 
stated  in  the  declaration ;  and  he  cannot  afterwards  show 
on  the  eiL^cution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry,  that  he  had  not  ac- 
cepted it  (4)  ;  the  bill  must,  indeed,  be  produced,  for  the 
purpose  of  seeing  whether  there  is  any  indorsement  of 
money  having  been  paid  upon  it  (5).  So,  i/i  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  for  money  had  and  received, 
the  defendant  by  suffering  judgment  to  go  by  default  ad- 
mits that  something  is  due;  and  he  cannot  afterwards 
dispute  the  contract  of  sale,  or  show  firaud  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  *in  making  the  contract  (1)  ;  but  the  plain-  *  14S 

tiff  will  only  have  to  prove  the  amount  due  to  him.  So, 
on  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  after  judgment  on 
demurrer,  the  defendant  cannot  controvert  any  thing  but 
the  amount  of  the  sum  in  demand ;  as,  in  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  to  w;hich  the  defendant  pleaded 
coverture,  and  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  defendant's 
husband  had  resided  abroad,  and  that  the  defendant  dur- 
ing  all  the  time,  &:c.  had  carried  on.  trade  as  a  feme  sole, 
the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  after  judgment  on  demur- 
rer to  this  replication,  evidence  of  the  wife  having  acted 
as  agent  to  the  husband  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted 
on  the  execution  of  the  writ  of  inquiry ;  that  the  only  ques* 
tion  to  be  decided  by  the  jury  was  on  the  amount  of  the 
debt,  and  that  the  question  whether  the  debt  had  been  con- 
tracted by  the  defendant,  as  agent  for  her  husband,  or  in 

(4)  Green  r.  Heanie,  3  T.  R.  301.    Bowles,  Barnes  Rep.  233.    Ellis  v. 
3eTO  T.  lindfeU,  %  Str.  1 149.  Wall,  ib. 

(5)  3   T.    R.    303.    Billen   v.        (1)  Eastlnd.  Comp.  r.  Olorer, 

1  Str.  613. 
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her  separate  Capacity,  ought  to  have  been  considered  as 

.  determined  by  the  record  (2)  (a). 

Payment  of       Secondly,  as  to  payment  of  money  into  court. — Such 

Swtf ""       payment  is  in  general  an  acknowledgment  of  the  right  of 

action  to  the  amount  of  the  particular  sum  (3)  (6)«     And 

as  it  is  an  acknowledgment  on  record,  the  party  cannot 

recover  it  back,  although  he  has  paid  it  wrongfully  or  by 

mistake  (4).     It  is  an  admission  by  the  defeniant  that  the 

plaintiff  has  a  legal  demand  to  a  certain  extent ;  but  it  is 

pot  an  acknowledgment  beyond  that  amount,  and  will  not 

preclude  the  defendant  from  taking  any  objection  to  the 

action  with  respect  to  any  other  part  of  the  demand,  to 

which  the  payment  of  the  money  does  not  apply,  although 

if  no  money  had  been  brought  into  court,  the  objection 

might  have  been  a  bar  to  the  whole  demand  (5).     Where 

there  is  a  count  on  a  special  contract  together  yrithmone^ 

counts,  payment  of  money  generallv  upon  the  whole  der 

*  143  claration  is  *an  admission  of  the  contract  on  every  count, 

to  which  the  contract  is  in  its  nature  applicable  (1) :  anct 

(2)  De  GailloQ  ▼.  L'Aigle,  1  Bo6.        (4)  Vaughan  t.  Barnes,  t  Bos.  <^ 
and  Pull.  368.  Pull.  392.     2  T.  R.  645. 

(3)  5  Burr.  3640.     1  T.  R.  465.        (5)  Cox  v.  Pany,  1 T.  R.  464. 

5^  East  134.  (1)  BennetY.  Francis,  2  Bos.  & 

Pull.  550. 


(a)  In  an  action  on  a  joint  contract  against  two,  where  one  has 
suffered  a  default,  and  the  other  has  obtained  a  verdict,  judgment 
must  be  arrested  as  to  the  defendant  sufibring  the  default.  1  Str^ 
610.  n.  1.  1  Sell.  Pr.  868.  Champlin  v.  Tilley,  3  Day  307.  in 
which  last  case  judgment  was  directed  to  be  entered  for  both  de^ 
fendants.  Aliter  in  actions  for  torts,  unless  the  bar  or  justification 
of  one  of  the  defendants  destroy  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
against  all.  Biggs  v.  Benger  and  CrreewfUld^  2  Lord  /lay»i.l372, 
S.  C.  1  Str.  610.    Vide  Anderson  v.  Henshaw,  3  Day  272. 

(6)  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insMtance,  it  was  held  that  paying 
money  into  court  was  an  admission  of  the  cause  of  action  as  alleged 
in  the  declaration.  Johnston  v,  CdunJnan  Insurance  Company ^ 
7  Johns.  Rep.  316.  But  paying  money  into  court  to  the  amount 
of  a  partial  loss,  upon  a  valued  policy  of  insurance,  is  not  an  a4- 
missioBof  a  total  loss.    Rpoker  v.  Palsfrave^  I  Tmimt*  4}9« 
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after  such  an  admission  the  defendant  will  be  precluded 
from  disputing  the  existence  of  the  contract  as  stated. 
Thus  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant,  by 
paying  money  into  court  generally,  dispenses  with  the  re^ 
gular  proof  of  the  party's  hand* writing  (2),  and  cannot  ob« 
ject  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  stamp  on  which  the  bill  i$ 
drawn  (3)«  So,  in  an  action  of  covenant,  he  admits  the  ex- 
ecution  of  the  deed  (4).  So,  where  the  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  for  work  and  labour  as  a  surgeon,  the  defend- 
ant by  paying  money  into  court  admitted  his  right  to  re- 
cover in  that  character,  and  was  not  allowed  to  dispute  it 
at  the  trial  (5)«  And  payment  of  money  into  court  has  been 
held  to  be  a  conclusive  admission  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
sue  in  that  court  (6).  So,  where  the  defendant  paid  mo« 
ney  into  court  generally  upon  a  declaration  containing  a 
count  on  a  policy  of  insurance  together  with  money  counts, 
he  was  not  afterwards  permitted  to  show,  that  the  policy 
«  was  originally  different,  and  had  been  altered  by  the  bro- 
ker without  his  knowledge  (7)«  But  if  the  plaintiff  pre- 
vious to  the  trial  has  induced  the  defendant  to  believe, 
that  the  only  point  to  be  tried  would  be  a  question  of  frauds 
and  has  suffered  him  to  prepare  his  evidence  for  that  pur- 
pose, the  court  will  not  allow  the  plaintiff  to  object  to  the 
receipt  of  that  evidence  at  the  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the 
contract  having  been  admitted  by  the  payment  of  money 
into  court.  This  was  determined  by  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  in  the  case  of  Muller  v.  Hartshorne  (8).  Lord 
Alvanley,  C  J.  on  the  trial  of  that  case,  allowed  the  de- 
fendant to  prove  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  instrument  (9).  But  the  court  afterwards  de- 
'  •    elined  giving  any  opinion  on  that  point,  ^because  under  *  144 

• 

(2)  Gutteridge  v.  Smith,  3  H.  61.  (6)  MiUer  v.  Williams,  5  Esp.  N. 
^4.           •  P.  C.  1». 

(3)  Israel  t.  Bei^'amin,  3  Campb.  (7)    Andrews   v.    Palsgrave,    9- 
40.  EafitSSS. 

(4)  Randal  y.  LTOch,  f  Campb.  (8)  3  Bos.  k.  Pull.  556. 

357.    WaUdns  v.  Towers,  2  T.  R.        (9)  Id.  and  see  2  Boi..  k  Pull. 
275.  392. 

(5)    Lipscombe  r.   Holmes,  2 
<2laiiipb.  44  K 
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the  circumstances  of  the  case  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  liber- 
ty to  avail  himself  of  that  objection. 

Payment  of  money  into  court  is  an  admission  only  of  a 
hgal  demand.  If  the  contract  declared  upon  be  illegal, 
the  defendant  cannot  give  it  validity  by  his  admission ;  no 
admission  of  the  parties  will  oblige  the  court  to  give  effect 
to  an  illegal  transaction  (1).  And  although  paying  money 
into  court  admits  the  contract,  that  is,  the  entire  conside- 
ration for  the  act  and  the  entire  act  which  is  to  be  done  for 
such  consideration,  yet  it  will  not  be  an  admission  of  other 
parts  of  the  contract,' which  are  distinct  and  collateral,  re- 
specting the  liquidation  of  damages  after  breach  of  the 
contract.  In  \he  case  of  Clarke  v.  Gray  (2),  die  Court  of 
King's  Bench  afler  much  consideration  determined,  that  in 
an  action  of  assumpsit  against  a  carrier  for  the  loss  of 
goods,  the  plaintiff  might  maintain  his  action,  although  it 
was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  he  was  not 
to  be  accountable /or  mart  than  5L  for  goods,  unless  en- 
tered as  such  and  paid  for  accordingly,  and  the  goods  in 
question  though  above  the  value  of  5l.  had  not  been  paid 
for.  The  court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en* 
titled  to  retain  a  verdict,  which  he  had  recovered  for  51. , 
the  limited  amount  of  the  damages  recoverable  under  this 
contract ;  that  this  restriction  Was  a  part  of  the  contract, 
collateral  to  (he  entire  consideration  and  to  the  act  to  be 
done  for  that  consideration,  and  as  it  related  merely  to  the 
liquidation  of  damages  after  a  breach  of  the  contract,  that 
it  might  be  properly  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury  in  re 
duction  of  damages.  It  follows  from  this  case,  that  if  the 
defendant  had  paid  money  into  court,  he  would  have  been 
allowed  to  give  in  evidence  the  restrictive  provision,  and 
that  such  evidence  would  not  have  been  inconsistent  with 
the  admission  of  the  contract  stated  in  the  declaration ; 
*145  though  the  contrary  was  decided  in  the  earlier  case  *of 

Yate  V.  Willan  (1),  on  the  ground,  that  the  notice  contain- 
ing the  restriction  was  a  limitation  of  the  contract y  and  that 


.Jii? 


Ribbana  V.  Cricket,  1  Bof.  &        (2)  6  East  564. 
264.    2  £ait  134.  (1)  2  East  128. 


^ 
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if  no  money  had  been  brought  into  court  the  plaintiff  must 
have  been  nonsuited.  ^  But  the  Court  of  King's  Bench^ 
adverting  to  this  case  in  the  before-cited  case  of  Clarke  v^ 
Gray,  said,  ^^  It  appears  to  iis,  th^t  the  case  of  Yate  v* 
Willan  caniiot  be  supported  to  its  full  extent ;  for  although 
the  payment  of  money  in  that  case  did  admit  the  con- 
tract as  stated  in  the  declaration,  it  did  not  admit  a  con- 
tract incompatible  with  the  restrictive  provision  as  to  the 
amount  of  damages  to  be  recovered  in  case  of  loss.''  If 
indeed  the  provision  is  of  such  a  nature  as  will  discharge 
the  defendant  from  all  liability  under  the  contract,  unless 
the  plaintiff  has  complied  with  the  condition,  (as  was  the 
case  in  Clay  v.  Wiilan  (2),  where  the  goods  were  not  to  be 
accounted  for  to  any  amount,  unless  properly  entered  and 
paid  for,)  that  will  not  merely  operate  in  reduction  of  the 
damages,  but  in  bar  of  the  action ;  and,  therefore^  in  such 
a  case,  if  the  defendant  pays  money  into  court  on  a  decla<* 
ration  against  a  carrier  in  the  common  form,  he  cannot  af- 
terwards give  in  evidence  such  a  provision,  which  entire- 
ly negatives  the  contract  as  stated  in  the  declaration  (a). 

Payment  of  money  into  court  ought  to  be  proved  by  the 
production  of  the  rule  of  court,  or  by  the  office  copy  of  the 
rule.  It  will  not  be  sufficient  to  call  the  attorney,  who  has 
taken  the  money  out  of  court  (3). 

Thirdly,  as  to  bills  of  particulars. — It  has  been  before  t^  oi  pcrti? 
mentioned  that  a  bill  cklivered  by  an  attorney  to  his  client  *^'"*"* 
for  business  done  during  a  certain  period,  or  by  a  trades^" 

2)  1  H.  61.  Sd8.    6  East  570.        the  practice  of  pariag  money  into 

H.  Bl.     * 


^3)  Israel  T.  Benjamin,  3  Campb*    court,    see  S  H.  BL  3*76;    1  Ldi 
40.    As  to  the  commencement  of    Raym.  254. 


tmmm^ 


(a)  After  paying  money  into  court,  the  defendant  may  avail 
himself  of  his  infancy.     Hitchcock  v.  Tyson^  2  Esp,  Cos.  481.  n. 

Where  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  defendant  paid 
the  premium  into  court,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  by  taking  k 
out  was  not  precluded  from  proceeding  for  a  total  loss,  as  he  had 
informed  the  defendant's  attorney  at  the  time^  of  his  intention  16  go 
for  a  total  loss.  Sleght  v.  Rhinelander  and  others,  1  Johns,  Rep.  1 9^. 

2b 
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maD  for  goods  sold,  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  against 
any  additional  item  within  the  same  period.  The  party 
is  not,  however,  precluded  from  showing  that  items,  in- 
cluded in  a  subsequent  bill,  have  been  omitted  by  mistake 
^146  in  the  former  *bill,  and  that  the  business  which  is  the  sub- 

ject of  the  charge  has  been  done  by  him  for  the  defendant. 
A  bill  of  particulars,  delivered  under  a  Judge's  order,  is 
more  conclusive :  its  sole  object  is  to  inform  the  opposite 
party  of  what  he  ought  to  come  prepared  to  try ;  and  it 
will  effectually  preclude  the  party,  who  delivers  it,  from 
giving  evidence  of  any  other  demand  not  there  stated. 
Thus,  where  a  declaration  contained  a  count  for  money 
had  and  received  for  the  plaintiff's  use,  and  also  a  demand 
for  horses  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  himself, 
and.  the  bill  of  particulars  specified  the  last  demand 
alone  (1),  it  was  decided  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  give 
evidence  of  horses  being  sold  by  the  defendant  as  the 
plaintiff's  agent ;  for,  a  contract  for  the  absolute  sale  of 
horses  to  the  defendant  is  essentially  different  from  a  con- 
tract to  repay  money  received  on*  a  sale  of  horses  by  com- 
mission ;  and  the  proceeds  of  such  a  sale  by  the  defendant 
could  only  be  recovered  under  the  count  for  money  had 
and  received,  which  the  plaintiff  abandoned  by  confining 
his  bill  of  particulars  to  the  demand  stated  in  the  other 
count.  So,  where  the  declaration  contains  a  count  on  a 
promissory  note,  together  with  money  counts,  and  the  par- 
ticular of  demand  includes  only  the  note,  the  plaintiff  will 
not  be  allowed  to  prove  the  consideration  for  which  the 
note  was  given,  and  if  he  cannot  recover  upon  the  note  on 
account  of  the  want  of  a  proper  stamp,  he  will  be  nonsuit- 
ed (2).  And  although  the  plaintiff,  on  perceiving  the  de- 
fect of  his  first  particular  of  demand,  which  only  mentions 
the  promissory  note,  delivers  a  second  bill  of  particulars 
large  enough  to  comprehend  the  original  debt,  yet  this 
will  not  avail  him,  unless  the  second  particular  has  been 

m  Hollaad  t.  Hopkiiu,  t  Bos.        (2)  Wade  v.  Beuiey,  4  Esp.  N. 
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delivered  under  a  Judge's  order  (3).  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  plaintiff,  either  before  or  after  delivering  a  bill  of 
particulars  under  a  Judge's  order,  makes  a  demand  of 
payment  only  for  a  part  of  the  articles  specified  in  the  bill, 
soch  a  demand  *will  not  have  the  effect  of  confining  him  *  147 

in  his  evidence,  nor  supersede  the  bill  of  particulars  (!)• 
If  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  case  could  have  recovered  on 
the  promissory  note,  he  might  have  recovered  interest 
«also,  as  arising  out  of  the  principal,  and  incident  to  it, 
though  interest  has  not  been  specifically  claimed  in  the  par* 
ticular  of  demand  which  gives  notice  of  the  amount  of  the 
note  (3). 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit,  where  the  defendant  pleaded 
in  abatement,  that  the  promises  were  made  by  himself  and 
another  person  jointly,  on  which  plea  issue  was  joined,  and 
on  the  trial  it  appeared  from  the  bill  of  particulars  that 
some  of  the  articles  had  been  furnished  to  the  defendant 
jointly  with  the  person  named  in  the  plea,  Lord  KenyoQ« 
C.  J«  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  by  his  bill  of  parti* 
culars,  which  supported  the  defendant's  plea ;  and,  there- 
fore, he  nonsuited  the  plaintiff  (3)*  Here  the  articles  stat- 
ed to  have  been  furnished  on  the  joint  credit  of  the  de* 
fendant  and  another  person,  were  items  of  the  plaintiff's 
demand ;  and  a  necessary  part  of  his  bill  of  particulars,  if 
he  intended  to  recover  payment  upon  them  against  the  de- 
fendant* And  this  seems  to  distinguish  the  case  from  that 
of  Miller  v«  Johnson  (4),  which  was  an  action  for  the  sale 
of  some  lottery  tickets,  and  as  proof  of  the  sale  the  parti- 
cular of  the  defendant's  set-off  was  produced,  which  men- 
tioned the  fact  of  the  sale  of  the  tickets  to  himself:  but 
Ch«  J«  Eyre,  who  tried  the  cause,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
particular  could  not  properly  be  used  against  the  defend- 
ant for  this  purpose,  and  that  the  fact  of  sale  ought  to  be 
proved  by  other  evidence. 

(S)  Blown  V.  Watts,   1  Tamt.        (3)  Coboa  v.  Selbj,  1  Esp.  N« 

3&3.  P.  C.  461.    A  rule  to  let  aside  the 

(1)  Short  ▼.  Edwards,  1  Esp.  N.  Donsuit  was  afterwards  refused  by 
P.  C.  373.  the  court. 

(2)  Blake  v.  Lawrence,  4  Esp.  N.        (4)  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  602. 
P,  C,  147, 
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The  use  of  a  bill  of  particulars  is  to  prevent  the  incon- 
veniences which  might  otherwise  arise  from  the  general 
*  14^  and  ^undefined  statements  in  the  plaintiiPs  declaration, 

'  and  to  apprise  the  defendant  of  the  particulars  of  the  de- 
mand which  the  plaintiff  has  Bgainst  him.  If  it  gives  suf- 
ficient  information  to  the  opposite  party  to  guard  him 
^gainst  surprise,  it  answers  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
intended,  and  will  be  sufficient,  though  it  may  be  in  some 
respects  inaccurate.  Thus  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for 
liioney  paid  to  the  defendant's  use,  where  in  the  bill  of 
particulars  an  item  for  money  advanced  was  by  mistake 
written  under  the  name  of  A.  B.  instead  of  being  written 
und^r  that  of  C.  D.  in  another  part  of  the  particular,  and 
thus  appeared  to  have  been  advanced  to  the  former.  Lord 
Ellenbdrpugh  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  item 
ip  question  was  intended  and  must  have  been  understood 
to  refer  to  the  latter  name,  but  by  mere  clerical  error  had 
been  misplaced  ;  and  that  if  the  defendant  could  show  by 
affidavit  that  he  h^d  been  misled  by  the  plaintiff's  particu- 
lar,  it  might  furnish  a  ground  for  the  court  afterwards  to  set 
aside  that  particular  sum  (1).  So,  where  the  work,  for. 
which  the  action  was  brought,  was  stated  by  the  parti- 
cular to  have  been  done  in  a  wrong  month,  when  In  fact 
ho  work  had  been  done,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  givQ 
evidence  of  his  having  done  work  for  the  defendant  in  the 
other  month  (3).  And  although  the  general  rule  is,  that 
the  party  shall  be  confined  to  his  own  bill  of  particulars, 
and  not  admitted  to  give  evidence  of  any  additional  de- 
mand, yet  under  certain  circumstances,  in  a  case  where  the 
proofs  produced  by  the  defendant  himself  established  an- 
other claim  in  his  favour,  the  plaintiff  has  been  allowed 
to  have  the  benefit  of  such  evidence  even  beyond  the  con- 
tents of  the  particular.  Thus,  where  an  action  was  brought 
by  one  partner  against  another  to  recover  a  balance  due 
on  a  statement  of  accounts,  the  plaintiff  by  his  bill  of  parti- 
culars confined  himself  to  the.  balance  due  on  the  separate 

(1)  Day  V.  Bower,  1  Campb.  6$.        (2)  MiUwood  t.  Walter,  2  Taunt. 

n.  224.  '  '  '     ''■ 
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accounts^  in  support  of  which  he  gave  in  evidence  an  ac- 
count by  the  defendant,  making  himself  debtor  to  a  ^certain  *  1 49 
amount ;  and  in  answer  to  this  evidence  the  defendant  pro* 
duced  an  account  subsequently  rendered  by  the  plaintiff, 
according  to  which  there  appeared  to  be  a  balance  due  on 
the  separate  accounts  to  the  defendant ;  but  on  the  oppo- 
site side  of  the  page,  there  was  a  statement  also  of  the 
partnership  accounts,  on  which  the  balance  was  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff  and  greatly  exceeded  the  balance  on  the 
separate  account.  It  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  reco\'er  beyond  his  particular;  the  court,  however, 
said,  that  the  defendant  himself  had  given  the  plaintiff  a 
better*  case  than  he  was  at  liberty  to  make  for  himself, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  all  that 
had  been  proved  to  be  due  to  him(l).  The  parties  after- 
wards came  to  a  compromise,  and  agreed  upon  the  sum  to 
be  recovered.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  were  pecu- 
liar circumstances  in  this  case ;  the  written  paper,  which 
the  defendant  gave  in  evidence  as  the  writfng  of  the  plain* 
tiff,  could  only  have  been  admitted  as  one  entire  writing, 
the  whole  to  be  taken  together,  and  was  not  admissible 
merely  in  parts ;  the  defendant  could  not  use  in  evidence 
the  separate  account  of  the  plaintiff  without  admitting  also 
the  partnership  account,  which  was  written  by  him  on  the 
same  paper,  since  the  one  part  might  have  explained  or  re- 
ferred to  the  other,  and  if  the  statement  of  a  party  is  given 
in  evidence  against  himself,  the  whole  of  the  statement 
ought  to  be  received,  though  all  its  parts  may  not  deserve 
the  same  credit.  But  it  appears  to  be  too  much  to  infer 
generally  from  the  authority  of  this  case,  that  because  the 
evidence  adduced  by  the  defendant  shows,  there  were 
other  items  which  might  have  been  included  in  the  bill  of 
particulars,  the  plaintiff  ought,  therefore,  to  recover  on 
these  items,  as  well  as  [upon  those  which  are  specifically 
mentioned.  The  case  in  question  must  be  considered  as 
^  particular  exception,  and  not  as  establishing  a  rule  of  sq 

H)  Hunt  T.  Watkjs,  1  Campb.  68. 
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wide  and  general  a  nature*  •  The  plaintifi^  it  is  presumed, 
^150  can  neither  cross  examine  the  defendant's  ^witnesses  to 

any  claim,  which  he  has  not  comprehended  in  his  particu* 
lar  of  demand,  nor  can  he  at  the  trial  avail  himself  of  any 
such  claim,  though  disclosed  by  the  witnesses  on  the  other 
side  in  their  examination  in  chief* 


Sbct,  IV. 

The  Affirmative  o/*  the  hsue  ii  to  be  proved. 

Thk  next  rule  is,  that  the  point  in  issue  is  to  be  proved 
by  the  party  who  asserts  the  affirmative ;  according  to  the 
maxim  of  the  civil  law,  ^Vei  incumbit  probatio,  qui  dicit, 
non  qui  negat*''  Thus,  in  an  action  for  a  loss  by  barratry 
in  the  master  of  a  ship,  where  it  was  objected  by  the  de« 
fendant,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  prove  that  the  master 
was  not  also  the  owner  or  (reighter^  and  that  he  did  not 
act  under  the  direction  of  the  person  who  was,  in  which 
case  barratry  could  not  be  committed,  the  court  held,  that 
if  the  master  was  owner  or  freighter,  or  acted  under  the 
direction  of  the  owner,  the  burden  of  proving  that  fact 
lay  on  the  defendant  (])•  In  an  action  on  the  game  laws, 
though  the  plaintiff  must  aver,  in  order  to  bring  the  de- 
fendant within  the  act,  that  he'  was  not  duly  qualified ;  yet 
it  is  not  necessary  to  disprove  his  qualifications ;  but  it 
will  be  for  the  defendant,  if  he  can,  to  prove  himself  qua- 
lified (2).  And  there  appears  to  be  no  good  reason,  why 
the  same  rule  of  evidence  should  not  be  adopted  in  pro- 
ceedings on  convictions  before  magistrates,  as  well  as  in 
an  action  for  penalties.  A  distinction  has,  however,  been 
made  ;  and  some  of  the  Judges  have  been  of  opinion,  that 
on  such  proceedings,  some  evidence  of  the  want  of  quali- 

(1)  Ross  V.  Hunter,  4  T.  lU  33.  v.  BaHard,    1  Boa.   &  PuD.  468; 
38.  Chambre,  J.  in  FrontSne  v.  Frost,  2 

(2)  Bj  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Spieres  Bos.  &  Pull.  307 ;  adm.  per  Cur.  in 
V.  Parker,  1 T.  R.  144;  BuUer,  J.  R.  v.  Stone,  \  East  6^. 

in  -y  T.  Ii.  649 '  Heatb,  ^.  in  jelfs 
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'  fication  ought  to  be  produced  (3).    But  it  is  admitted,  that 
^only  general  evidence  of  this  negative  &ct  can  be  neces-  *  151 

sai7(l). 

Where  one  party  charges  another  with  a  culpable  omis- 
8i<»i  or  breach  of  duty,  the  general  rule  above  laid  down 
does  not  apply.  In  such  a  case,  the  person  who  makes  the 
charge  is  bound  to  prove  it,  though  it  may  involve  a  nega- 
tive ;  for  it  is  one  of  the  ^st  principles  of  justice,  not  to 
presume  that  a  person  has  acted  illegally,  till  the  contrary 
is  proved  {a).  Thus,  In  a  suit  for  tithes  in  the  Spiritual 
Court,  where  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
not  read  the  thirty-nine  articles,  the  Court  put  the  defen- 
dant to  prove  the  fact,  though  a  negative  ;  upon  .which,  he 
moved  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  for  a  prohibition ;  but 
it  was  refused,  for  the  reason  already  stated  (2).  So, 
in  an  action  by  the  owner  of  a  ship  against  the  defendants, 
for  putting  on  board  a  quantity  of  combustible  and  danger- 
ous articles  '^  without  giving  due  notice  thereof^''  the  Court 
held,  that  it  lay  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  this  negative 
averment  (3)«  So,  on  an  indictment  on  the  statute  42  G. 
3.  c«  107.  s.  1«,  which  makes  it  felony  to  course  deer  on 
an  enclosed  ground  vnihotU  the  consent  of  the  owner,  the 
negative  ought  to  be  proved,  that  the  owner  had  not  given 
his  consent  (4)  (6). 

(3)  R.  Y.  Jarvis,    1  Burr.  149.  (2)  Monke  r.  Butler,  1  RoU*  Rep. 

153;   1  East  643.   (c)  S.  C.    By  83.  cited  by  Lord  EUenborough,  3 

Lord  KenyoD  and  Grose,  J.  m  R.v.  East  199;  Powell  v.   Milbank,    2 

Stone,  1  East  649;  and  Chambre,  Black.  Rep.  851.,  S.  P.    8ee  also 

J.  in  3  Bos.  k,  PuU.  307.    And  see  Lord  HaHfax^s  case,  Ball.   N.  P. 

R.  V.  Marriott,  1  Str.  66 ;  Bluet  q.  [2981.     R.  y.  Combs,  Comb.  67. 

t.  V.  Needs,  Com.  Rep,  532   5. —  (3)  Williams  y.  E.  Ind.  Comp.  3 

Contra  Lawrence,  J*  and  Le  Blanc,  East  193. 9. 

J.  1  East  653.  (4)  R.  y.  Rogers,  2  Campb.  654. 

(1)  R.  Y.  Ciowther,  1  T.  R.  1S5. 


(a)  Vide  10  East  216. 

(b)  In  all  cases  where  the  act  of  a  party  is  sought  to  be  avoided 
on  the  ground  of  his  mental  imbecility,  the  proof  of  the  fact  lies 
upon  him  who  alleges  it,  and  until  the  contrary  appears,  sanity  is 
to  be  presumed.  Jackson  d.  Fan  Dusen  ^  others  y.  Fan  Dusen,  5 
Jghm.  Rep.  144.    Contra^  Pkdps  v.  HartmeUy  I  Mas$.  Rep.  71. 
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It  is  a  general  rule  of  evidence,  that  the  burden  of  proof 
lies  on  the  person  ivho  has  to  support  his  case  by  proof 
of  a  fact,  of  which  he  is  supposed  to  be  cognizant*  ThuS) 
in  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  where  the  de- 
fendant, under  a  notice  of  set-off,  gave  in  evidence  promis- 
sory notes  dated  before  the  bankruptcy,  the  Court  held 
that  he  ought  also  to  show,  that  the  notes  came  to  his  hands 
•  152  before  that  time  (5).    So  where  the  question  is  on  *the  le- 

gitimacy of  a  child,  if  a  legal  marriage  is  proved,  the  legiti- 
macy is  presumed,  and  the  party  who  asserts  the  illegiti- 
macy ought  to  prove  it(1) :  But  if  there  has  been  a  di- 
vorce a  mensa  et  thoroj  the  presumption  is,  that  a  child 
born  afterwards,  (as  a  year  after  the  sentence,  &c«)  is  ille- 
gitimate (2) ;  it  will  be  sufficient  therefore  in  such  a  case  to 
prove  the  divorce ;  and  this  will  call  upon  the  opposite 
party  to  establish  the  legitimacy  by  proof  of  access.  ,  So 
where  the  issue  is  upon  the  life  or  death  of  a  person,  the 
proof  of  the  fact  lies  upon  the  party  who  asserts  the  death, 
for  the  presumption  is  that  the  party  continues  alive,  until 
the  contrary  be  proved  (3),  But  where  no  account  can  be 
given  of  the  person,  this  presumption  of  the  duration  of 
life  ceases  at  the  expiration  of  seven  years  from  the  time 
when  he  was  last  known  to  be  living  (4) ;  a  period,  which 
has  been  fixed,  from  analogy  to  the  statute  of  bigamy  (5)  (a), 

and  the  statute  concerning  leases  determinable  on  lives  (6)*. 

■ 

(5)  Dickson  v.  Evan«,  6  T.  R.  57.         (S)  WUson  v.  Hodges,  2  East  31*. 

(1)  See  ante,  p.  112.  (4)  Doe  dem.  George  y.  Jencm, 

(2)  Parishes  of  St.  George  and  St.    6  East  80,  85, 


Margaret,  1  Salk.  123.   See  ante,  p.        (5)  St.  IJ.  1.  c.  11.  s.  2. 
113.  (6)  St.  19.  C.  2.  c.  6. 

*  The  statute  of  bigamy  contains  a  proviso,  that  *•*•  it  shall  not  extend  to 
any  person,  whose  husband  or  wife  shall  be  continnally  remaining  beyond 
the  seas  by  the  space  of  seven  years  together,  or  whose  husband  or  wife 

(a)  By  the  Stat.  sess.  1  I.e.  24.  Laws  of  New- York,  1  R.L.  1 13.  the 
period  is  reduced  to  five  years,  insif  ad  of  seven,  as  in  tbe  English 
statute  ;  but  tbe  space  of  seven  years  is  adopted  in  the  act  for  the 
more  e£fectual  discovery  of  tbe  death  of  persons,  upon  whose  lives 
estates  do  depend.    Sess.  1 1.  c.  10.  1  R.  L.  103. 


*1«^ 
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Thus  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Jesson^  where  it  Was  proved 
that  a  person  w^nt  to  sea  at  a  paiticular  time,  which  was 
the  last  account  given  of  him,  his  death  was  presumed  at 
the  end  of  seven  years  from  that  time.  And  therefore, 
where  the  defendant  pleaded  coverture  in  bar  of  an  action 
of  assumpsit,  and  proved  her  marriage^  and  that  her  hus- 
band went  abroad  twelve  years  before  the  commencement 
^of  the  action,  this  was  held  not  tp  be  sufficient,  and  the 
defendant  was  required  to  prove  that  her  husband  was 
tilive  within  seven  years  (1)  :  without  such  additional  proofi^ 
the  jury  might  have  presumed  the  death  of  the  husband  at 
the  time  of  the  promise^  which  would  have  been  against 
the  defendant's  plea  (a)« 

Although,  in  general,  it  is  necessary  /or  a  party,  wkd 
brings  an  action,  to  prove  all  the  material  facts  which  he 
alleges  in  support  of  his  claim^  yet  where  the  defendant 

(1)  Hopwell  T.  De  Pkma,  2  Campbt  118( 

shall  absent  him  or  herself  the  one  from  the  other  by  the  space  of  seven 
jfears  together  withio  the  king's  dominions,  the  one  of  them  not  kdtfvring 
the  other  io  be  Uving  within  that  time.^'  It  has  been  held,  that  the  last 
daose,  (namelj,  ^  tbe  one  ot  them  not  knowing,^*  &c.)  relates  only  to  the 
td  clause,  and  not  to  the/r«f  respetting  commorancy  beyond  thcl  seas ;  add 
consequently  that  the  second  marriage  is  not  feloinolM,  where  either  of  tfaa 
parties  is  beyond  the  seas  for  seven  years,  though  the  party  in  this  countiy 
had  notice  that  the  other  was  living.  3  Inst.  88.  1  Hale  P.  G.  692.  4  Bk 
Com.  164. 


(a)  So,  although  the  proof  of  the  htX  of  loss  lies  upon  th«  iosur* 
ed,  yet,  where  the  vessel  has  not  been  beard  of  for  a  length  of 
time,  it  will  be  presumed  that  she  fouddered  at  sea.  There  is  nd 
general  rule  established  as  to  the  period  afler  which  the  presump* 
lion  may  be  madfe,  but  each  case  must  depend  on  its  peculiar  cii^ 
tumstances ;  and  all  that  it  is  incumbent  od  the  insured  to  show  i^^ 
the  time  when  the  vessel  sailed  on  the  voyage  insured,  and  that 
she  had  never  been  heard  of  at  the  port  of  destination.  %  MarJU 
488,  489,  490.  Qreen  r.  BrmMi,  3  Sir.  1 139.  Nemhy  y.  Read^ 
Bark  63.  Cohen  v.  Hincklyi  9  CoKipb.  51.  Twemlaw  ^  oiheri 
t.  Oswin,  id  85.  Brawn  v.  A'etZioii,  1  CoMit'.  Rtp.  6d6t  Qar^ 
den  ?.  Boi»ne^  2John$.  Rep,  150; 


15&  The  StAriance  of  Issue  proved.       [Ch.7, 

|f  the  declaration  contain  several  actionable  words,  the 
plaintiflf  will  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  proving  some  of 
them  (1).  In  the  late  case  of  Hall  v.  Smith  (2),  where  the 
declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  trader  at  C«  and 
also  a  trader  at  O*,  and  that  the  defendant  spoke  concern^ 
jng  the  plaintiff  as  smh  trader^  thai  he  was  a  bankrupt  at  C, 
&c.y  it  was  proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  carried  on 
a  trade  at  O.,  but  not  that  he  carried  on  the  other  trade  at 
C.  as  stated,  and  the  words  spoken  of  him  were,  that  he  was 
<i  banhnpt  at  C.  in  the  liquor  trade,  (which  was  the  trade 
carried  on  at  Q.),^e  court  held,  that  the  substance  of  the 
charge  had  been  proved,  and  that  the  place  where  the 
plaintiff  was  stated  to  have  become  a  bankrupt  was  'urn* 
material  (&)« 

(1}  Compa|;D<»  t.  Martin,  2  BI.      '  (S)  1  Maol.  &  Sd.  287. 
•  lUsp.  TOO.  • 
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{b)  The  sense  as  well  as  manner  of  speaking  the  words  must 
be  the  same :  therefore,  where  tfie  words  were  laid  in  the  third 
person,  *<  He  deseires  to  be  hanged  for  a  note  he  forged  on  A. ; 
proof  that  the  words  were  used  in  the  second  person,  **  You  de- 
serve," 4kc.  was  held  not  to  support  the  dedaration ;  for  there  is 
^  difference  between  words  spoken  in  a  passion  to  a  man's  face, 
apd  sppkf a  d^iberatelj  behind  his  back,  the  first  being  more  ex- 
cusable, Avariilo  y.  Rc^txi,  BuU.  JV.  P,  5,  2  EUp.  Dig.  23.  a 
JokM.  Rep.  76.  Cpn<r(i,  Tr9€y  v,  Hqkrkinst  t  Bitmey  396.  ».  So, 
words  laid  affirmatively  are  not  supported  by  prpof  of  words  spo- 
ken interrogatively :  as  where  the  words  laid  were,  **•  he  cannot 
pay  his  labourers  ;**  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  asked  a  wit- 
pess,  <*  if  he  bad  beard  Barnes  could  not  pay  his  labpurers,"  was 
held  not  to  support  the  declaration.  Bame$-r,  HoUaway^  8  Term 
Rep.  150.  So,  in  an  indictment  the  words  were  laid  to  have  been 
spoken  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  execution  of  his  office ;  at 
the  trial  the  words  were  proved  to  have  been  spoken  to  the  justice, 
and  judgment  was,  therefore,  given  for  tbe  defeqdant.  The  Kif^ 
V.  Berry,  4  Term  Rep.  217.  If  the  words  laid  are,  that  the  plain- 
tiff stole  the  goods  of  A.,  proof  of  the  defendant's  sajing,  that  tbe 
plaintiff  stole  the  goods  of  B.,  would  not  support  tbe  declaration ; 
because,  although  stealing  tbe  goods  of  B.  is  an  mdictable  offenQ^^ 
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'  In  an  action  of  replevin,  where  the  defendant  avowed 
taking  the  cattle  as  daaiage-'feasant,  the  .pl^in^ff  pleaded  in 
bar,  that  one  W.  was  seised  of  a  house  and  land,  &c« 
wkereto  he  had  common,  &c«  and  demised  the  same  to 
him  to  hold /royn  a  certain  day  next  before  for  a  year,  the 
avowant  traversed  the  lease  w^do  et  forma^  upon  which 
i0sue  was  taken  ;.the  jury  found  a  special  veidict,  that  W. 
made  a  leitse  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  day  stated  for  a  year ; 
and  the  plaimiff  had  judgment,  for  although  this  is  not  the- 
same  kase  as  pleaded,  (since  this  begins  ob  the  day  and 
the  other  not  so  soon),  yet,  the  court  said,  the*substance  of 
the  issue  is,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  had  subh  a  lease, 
as  by  force  thereof  he  m%ht  have  common  at  the  time,  and 
this  appeared  to  be  the  case  here  (3)«  But,  the  court 
added,  it  (the  verdict)  must  not  depart  altogether  from  the 
form  of  the  issue ;  for  if  it  had  been  found  that  he  had  ri^ht 
df  common  by  a  lease  from  another,  or  as  an  owner,  that 
bad  been-  clearly  oo|  of  the  issue  both  in  matter  and  form« 
And'  they  admitted,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  declared  *thus  *  156 

in  ejtcHwM  firmoty  it  would  have. been  clearly  against  him, 
for  there  he  demands  and  recovers  the  termy  and  therefore 
must  make  his  title  tnuly*  In  the  principal  case,  as  the 
reporter  observes^  the  jury  might  have  found  directly 
against  the  plaintiff  non  dindsit  modo  et  format  and  could 
not  safely  have  found  a  general  veidict  for  him ;  but,  the 
jury  having  found  specially,  the  cpurt  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  (I). 

{S)  Pope  T.  Sldniier,  Hob.  72,  S.        (1)  S.  C.  ctied  as  to  thu  point, 
C,  cited,  BuU.  N.  P.  300.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Pleader,  8.  ?• 


yet  it  is  a  difierent  offence  from  stealing  the  goods  of  A.  So,  when 
the  defendant  says,  that  the  plaintiff  with  B.,  C.  and  D.  conspired, 
&€.,  it  is  pot  enough  to  prove  that  be  ^aid,  the  plaintiff,  together  with 
B,  and  C.  conspired,  kc. ;  because,  although  it  may  be  indictable 
for  the  plaintiff  to  coospire  with  B.  &  C,  yet  it  is  a  different  of- 
fence from  his  conspiring  with  B.,  C.  &  D. ;  he  may  have  been 
guilty  of  bofh,  and  punishable  for  both.    Johnston  v.  To/e,  6  Bm- 
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In  nplevin,  if  the  defendant  avow  taking  tke  cattle  as 
damage^feasant)  wd  the*  plaiatiff  justify  for  commoni  and' 
aver  that  die  cattle  were  Ifevant  aodcoochant^  on  which- 
issue  is  jokiedy  proof  only  for  part  rfthe  catth  is  noC  suft- 
cient,  for  the  issue  is  upon  the  whole  (9)*  So,  if  the  issue 
joined  between  the  parties  were,  whether  A.  and  B«  were* 
churchwardens,  proof,  that  one  was  and  not  the  odiery 
would  not  be  sufficient  (3).  So,  where  the  declaration 
averred,  that  the  plaintiff  was  constable  of  a  fariiculur  pth 
tith^  and  that  he  was  assaulted  in  thie  execution'  of  his  o& 
fice  as  constable,  and  it  appeared  on  the  evidence,  that  hs^ 
had  been  sworn  in  to  serve  for  a  whde  bberty,  of  which* 
the  parish  formed  a  part,  this  was  held  to  be  a  material 
variance  (4)« 

On  a  charge  of  petit  treason,  if  the  killing  with  mailioe' 
is  proved,  but  no  cireumstances  of  aggravation  are  pPCMred'. 
to  make  the  oftnce  treasonaUe,  the  prisoner  mMj  be  foond 
guilty  of  the  mnrder.  So,  on  an  indictment  for  buq^laryt 
and  stealing  goods,  if  il  appear  that  no  burglary  was  com** 
mitted,  as  where  the  breaking  and  entering*  were  not  in  the 
night,  the  prisoner  may  be  found  guilty  only  of  the  snple 
*  157  larceny  (d) ;  so^  on  a  charge  of  robbery,  where  the  *pro» 
perty  was  not  taken  from  the  person  by  violence  or  by 
putting  him  in  fear  (a).  'So,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  murder,  the  jury  may  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  man- 
slaughter only ;  for  the  prindpal  matter  is  the  killing,  and 
the  malice  is  only  a  circumstance  in  aggravation  (!)•  And 

(2)  81<^r  T.  Alkn,  S  Roll.  Ab.  (3)  BnU.  N.  P.  299. 

706.  titTria],  C.  41 .  S.  C.  cited  Bull.  (4)  Goodes  V.  Wlieatly,  1  Campb. 

N^P.999      a— ftho CoMy V, Vafw  N.£LX:LS31, 

den,  cited  from  MS.  in  1  Selw.  N.  (6)  2  East  P.  C.  513. 

P.  aOS;  Griffitt  r.  Blandford,  Cowp.  (1)  MackaMey^k  case,  9  Rep^  ^* 

6S;  Brook  y,  WiUett,  SH.  Bl.  224;  b.  Co.  lit.  282.  a.   Gilb.  Et.  28X 
1  Campb.  314, 5  ;  as  to  variances  in 
the  pn>of  of  a  proscripiioii  or  custom. 

(a)  So,  on  an  indictment  for  a  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  the- 
»ury  may  find  the  defendant  guilty  o(  the  detainer  only.     The  Peq^ 
*     vh  V,  ArUhonif,  4  J  ohm.  Rep.  19a. 
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if  the  mamier  or  means  of  the  death  proved  agree  in  sub- 
stance with  the  means  diarged  in  the  indictment,  it  ^ill  be 
suflfcient ;  aa,  where  the  indictment  is  for  killing  with  a 
dagger,  and  the  evid^ce  prove  a  killing  with  a  staff  (3) ; 
sOy  if  the  indictment  be  for  kiUing  with  one  sort  of  poison, 
and  the  evidence  proves  the  kiUing  with  another,*  such  evi- 
dence maintains  the  indictment,  because  the  proof  of  the 
instrument  is  not  absolutely^necessary  to  the  proof  of  the 
fact,  itself  (S) ;  but  if  the  charge  is  for  poisoning,  and  the 
death  is  proved  to  have  been  caused  by  striking  or  starv- 
ing, &c.,  diis  evidence  would  not  support  the  indictment  as 
the  species  of, death  in  the  one  case  is  totally  different  from 
that  in  the  othdr  (3). 

So,  if  the  indictment  charges  that  A.  gave  the  mortal 
blow,  and  that  B.  and  C.  were  furesent  abetting,  &c.,  but 
on  the  evidence  it  .appears  that  B,  struck,  and  that  A*  and 
C*  were  present,  &c*,  this  is  not  a  material  variance,  for 
the  stroke  is  a^udged  in  law  to  be  the  stroke  of  every  one 
of  them,  and  is  as  stnongly  .the  act  of  the  others,  as  if  they 
all  three  had  held  the  weapon,  and  had  altogether  struck 
the  deceased  (4).  But  if  two  persons  are  indicted  as  prin- 
cipals, and  one  is.pi^oved  to  be  only  accessary,  he  must  be 
discharged  on  this  indictment  (6)*  So,  one  indicted  as 
accessary  before  cannot  be  convicted  upon  evidence  prov- 
ing him  to  have  been  (principal  in  the  second  degree)  pre- 
sent aiding  and  abetting  at  the  fact  (6)«  In  Mackalley's 
ease  (7),  where  the  prisoner  was  tried  for  the  murder  of  a 
^sergeant  at  mace  in  London,  the  indictment  charged,  that  *  1 58 
the  sheriff  made  a  precept  to  the  sergeant  for  the  arrest, 
and  it  appeared  upon  the  evidence  that  thjere  was  no  such 
precept,  but  that  the  sergeant  made  the  arrest  ex  officio  at 
the  plaintiff^s  request  on  the  entry  of  the  plaint,  According 
to  the  custom  of  the  city ;  and  all  the  judges  held,  that  the 


lEtu 


,,  9  Rap.  67.  a.    GUb.  Et.  231.  (5)  Gilb.  £v.  333. 

!ttft  P.  C.  341.  (^  GordoD^s  case,  1  East  P.  C. 

*   (^  Ib.aiid2Iii0t.  319.  352. 

(4)  MackaUcT^B  ca^,  9  Rep.  67.  (7)  9  Rep.  61.  b.  67.  a.  68,  a. 
b.    4  Rep.  4?.  b.    Wallis%  case,  1 
Saft:.  334. 
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variance  between  the  indittment  and  the  evidence  was  n<k 
material,  because  the  warrant  to  arrest  was  only  a  circum- 
stance, and  the  substance  of  the  matter  had  been  found, 
which  was,  that  the  prisoner  killed  an  officer  in  the  law- 
ful execution  of  legal  process.  The  judges  were  also 
of  opinion,  that  the  indictment  might  have  been  general, 
(that  die  prisoner  feloniously  and  of  his  malice  prepense 
killed,  &c.)  and  that  the  spef^ial  matter  might  have  been 
given  in  evidence ;  and  since  the  indictment  in  the  princi- 
pal case  contained  such  an  averment,  they  held  that  the 
charge  of  murder  had  been  proved,  notwithstanding  that 
the  spec^l  matter  given  in  evidence  might  vary  in  sub- 
stance from  the  special  matter  contained  in  the  indict- 
mebt  (a). 
ATenncDti  A  great  variety  6f  cases  occur  in  the  bodes  with  respe<5t 
i^B^  muiift-  ^^  ^^  necessity  of  proving  averments  in  pleadings.  Imms*- 
terial  averments  need  not  be  proved  ;  but  because  an  aver- 
i  ment  might  have  been  unnecessary,  it  will  not,  therefore!, 

follow  that  it  is  immaterial  (1).  The  general  rule  on  this 
subject  is,  that  if  the  whole  of  an  averment  may  be  struck 
out  without  destroying  the  plaintifPs  right  of  action,  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  prove  it ;  but  it  is  otherwise,  if  the 
whole  cannot  be  struck  out  without  getting  rid  of  a  part 
essential  to  the  cause  of  action ;  for  then,  though  the  aver- 
ment be  more  particular  than  it  need -have  been,  the  whole 
must  be  proved,  or  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  (3).  Thus 
in  the  case  of  Bristow  v.  Wright  (3),  which  was  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  for  taking  the  lodger's  goods  without 
*  159  ^leaving  a  year's  rent,  the  declaration  stated  some  particu* 

v.  Ble 

q.  t.  ¥.  SmiU^2B]ac.  Rep.  1191.        (3)  ft  Doug,  664.    See  6  T.  R. 


i 


wett,  12  Mod.  127.     Savage    ion  v.  Allison,  3  East  462. 

r.  Smith^SBlac.  Rep.  1191.        (3)  3  Doug.  664.    See 

uroer  t.  Eyles,  3  Bos.  k  Pull.  456.    496 ;  2  East  450, 2 ;  8  East  9. 


(a)  Aa  indictment  for  high  treason,  stated  to  have  been  com- 
mitted by  a  certain  number  of  persons,  among  whom  was  the  .de- 
fendant, is  supported  by  proving  that  it  was  committed  by  a  less 
number.     The  United  Sta(e$  v.  Figol,  2  DalL  54%. 
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lars  of  the  demise  relative  to  the  time  of  payment  of  rent 
which  were  negatived  by  the  evidence,  and  the  Court  held 
that  the  variance  was  fatal.  There,  it  was  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff,. in  order  to  show  that  he  Was  landlord,  to  set 
forth  a  contract  between  himself  and  the  tenant,  and  no 
part  of  the  contract  alleged  could  be  struck  out,  because  it 
was  in  its  nature  entire,  though  it  was  admitted  that  th^ 
part  of  the  contract  relating  to  the  time  of  payment  need 
not  have  been  averred*  And  the  case  of  Williamson  v.  Al- 
lison (1),  illustrates  the  other  part  of  the  rule,  namely,  that 
where  an  averment  may  be  struck  out,  it  need  not  be  prov- 
ed. That  was  an  action  on  the  case  in  tort  for  the  breach 
of  a  warranty  in  selling  goods  unfit  for  sale,  and  the  decla- 
ration averred,  that  the  defendant  knew  the  goods  to  be  in 
an  unfit  state,  of  which  fact  there  was  no  evidence  at  the 
trial,  but  the  Court  held  that  such  proof  was  unnecessary^ 
for  if  the  whole  averment  respecting  the  defendant's  know- 
ledge of  the  unfitness  for  sale  were  struck  out,  the  declaration 
would  still  be  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintifi*  to  recover 
upon  the  breach  of  the  warranty  proved  (a)* 

The  same  rule  is  applicable  to  averments  in  an  indict* 
ment.  If  an  averment  may  be  entirely  omitted,  without 
afiecting  the  charge  against  the  prisoner  and  without  de- 
triment to  the  indictment,  it  will  be  considered  as  surplus- 
age, and  may  be  disregarded  in  evidence.  Thus,  where 
the  prisoner  was  charged  with  a  robbery  near  the  highway^ 
and  the  robbery  was  proved,  but  not  near  the  highway  (2)j 
so,  where  the  robbery  was  averred  to  have  been  committed 
in  the  house  of  a  certain  person  named,  and  the  name  of  the 
own^r  was  not  proved  (3),  so,  where  the  offence  of  arson 
was  stated  in  the  indictment  to  have  been  committed  in  the 
night-timej  and  was  proved  not  to  have  been  in  the  night- 

(1)  2  East  446.  See  also  Peppin  (3)  Pje^s  case,  Johnstone^s  case, 
y.  Solomon,  5  T.  R.  496.  ib. 

(2)  Wardle's  case,  2  East  P.  C. 
785. 


(a)  Vide  Wilson  v.  Codman^s  Exr.  3  Cranch  193.     Livingston 
et  al.  V.  Swmwi^,  2  Dall.  300.     Peter  v.  Cockey  1  Wa^.  267. 

3  D 
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time  (4) ;  in  these  cases,  all  the  judges  were  of  opinion,  that 
*  160  *theconvictions  were  proper,  and  the  prisoners  were  ousted 

of  the  benefit  of  clergy.  But  where  the  averment  in  the 
indictment  is  sensible  and  material,  it  ought  to  be  regularly 
proved  ;  as,  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  a  burglary 
in  the  house  of  J.  D.  with  iritent  to  steal  the  goods  of  J.  W^^ 
and  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  no  such  person  had  any 
goods  in  the  house,  but  that  the  name  of  J.  W.  was  put  by 
mistake  for  J,  D*  (1),  the  judges  held,  that  it  was  material 
to  state  truly  the  property  of  the  goods,  and  on  account  of 
this  variance  the  prisoner  was  acquitted  (a). 
Variance  in  Where  the  action  is  brought  upon  a  contracty  the  con- 
^wUfwt  ^^^^  ought  to  be  stated  correctly,  and  proved  as  laid  (6)  ; 
and  if  any  part  of  the  contract  proved  vary  materially  from 
that  stated  in  the  pleadings,  the  whole  foundation  of  the 
action  fails,  since  the  contract  is  entire  and  indivisible  (3). 
If  the  contract,  therefore,  for  the  breach  of  which  the  ac- 
tion is  brought,  was  in  the  alternative  at  the  option  of  the 
defendant,  (as  to  deliver  such  or  such  a  quantity  of  goods 
at  one  time,  and  the  remainder  at  another,)  it  ought  to  be 
so  stated,  for  if  the  dechii*ation  states  an  absolute  contract, 

(4)  Minton'8  case,  2  East  P.  C.  2  Bos.  k  Pul.  116 ;  Penny  t.  Porter, 

1021.  2  East  2;  WeaD  v.  King,  12  East 

(1)  Jenk's  case,  2  East  P.  C.  514.  452;  Brown  r.  Sajrce,  4  Taunt.  320; 

(2)  1  T.  R.  240 ;  3  T.  R.  645.  Pool  v.  Court,  4  Taunt.  700 ;  Cohen 
See  Bristow  ▼.  Wright,  2  Doug.  v.  Hannam,  5Taunt.  101.  See  also 
664.,  (supra,  p.  158.,  S.  C. ;)  Car-  Whitwell  v.  fiennet,  3  Bos.  &  Put 
lisle  V.  Trears,  Cowp.  671 ;  l^urston  559.,  Gordon  v.  Austin,  4  T.  R.  611 ., 
y.  Tuthan,  cited  3  T.  11. 67 ;  Littler  Roche  v.  Campbell,  3  Camp.  N.  P. 
V.  Holland,  3  T.  R.  590 ;  Hockin  v.  C.  247.  Hodge  v.  Fillis,  3  Campb. 
Cooke,  4  T.  R.  314 ;  Leery  v.  Good-  463.,  which  are  cases  on  promissory 
son,  4  T.  R.  687;  White  v.  Wilson,  notes  or  bills  of  exchange. 

« 

(a)  In  an  indictment  for  stopping  the  mail,  a  contract  with  the 

post-master  general  to  transport  the  mail  was  alleged,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  contract  must  be  proved,  although  the  indictment 
might  have  been  good  without  such  an  allegation.  United  Stolen 
V.  Porter,  3  Day  283. 

(b)  It  is  sufficient  to  declare  upon  a  written  contract  according 
to  its  legal  effect  and  import,  and  not  in  its  precise  words.  Lent 
V.  Padelford,  10  Mass.  Rep.  230.     1  Chdity  on  f  lead.  298,  299. 
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and  the  proof  is  of  a  conti'act  in  the  alternative,  the  plaintifi* 
cannot  recover,  although  the  defendant  raay  have  deter- 
mined his  option  (3).  It  will  not  be  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  state  all  the  several  parts  of  a  contract,  which 
consists  of  distinct  and  collateral  provisions  ;  but  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  state  so  much  of  the  contract,  as  contains  the 
entire  consideration  for  the  act  and  the  entitle  act  to  be 
done  in  virtue  of  such  consideration,  including  the  time, 
^manner,  and  other  circumstances  of  its  performance  (!)•  *  161 

Thus,  if  there  is  a  provision  in  the  contract  to  discharge 
the  party  from  all  liability,  in  case  a  particular  condition 
is  not  complied  with,  it  ought  to  be  set  out  and  strictly 
proved  ;  but-  it  is  otherwise,  where  the  provision  respects 
only  the  liquidation  of  damages  on  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract ;  such  a  provision  need  not  be  stated  in  the  plead- 
ings (!)•  So,  in  an  action  on  the  case  upon  the  warranty 
of  a  horse,  if  the  plaintiff  states  truly  the  whole  of  the  con- 
sideration for  the  promise  of , the  defendant,  (which,  in  the 
case  referred  to,  was  the  redelivery  of  the  horse  to  the  de- 
fendant,) and  then  states  truly  the  substantive  parts  of  the 
warranty,  of  the  breach  of  which  he  complains,  this  will  be 
sufficient,  without  averring  other  parts  of  the  warranty, 
which  are  entirely  collateral  and  irrelevant  to  those  stat- 
ed (3)«  In  the  late  case  of  Gladstone  v.  Neal  (3),  the  con- 
tract stated  was  for  the  purchase  of  a  certain  quantity  of 
goods,  (^*  to  wit,  eight  tons,")  and  the  contract  proved  was 
for  the  purchase  of  '^  cAout  8  tons,''  the  exact  amount  not 
being  known  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  but  being 
ascertained  before  the  action  was  brought ;  and  it  was  de- 
termined at  the  trial,  and  afterwards  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  that  the  variance  was  not  material  (a). 

(3)  Penny  v.  Porter,  ft  East  2 ;  and        (1)  Clarke  v.  Gray,  6  East  564, 
see  2  East  134 ;  Cooke  y,  Munstone,    9 ;  and  see  supra,  p.  144.,  S.  C. 
1  Bos.  &.  Pur.  N.  R.  351.  (2)  MiJes  v.  Sheward,  8  East  7. 

(3)  13  East  410. 

(a)  Where  the  plaintiff  declared  on  a  contract  by  which  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum,  for  half  the  land  taken 
for  a  certain  roa4;  and  the  contract  proved  at  the  trial  was,  that 
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In  all  cases  of  joint  contracts,  in  writing  or  by  parol,  or 
ex  quasi  contractu,  and  in  all  cases  of  joint  obligations,  it 
seems  now  to  be  settled,  that,  if  one  only  be  sued,  he  must 
plead  the  matter  in  abatement,  and  cannot  take  advantage 


the  defendant  was  to  pay  for  all  the  land,  the  yariance  was  held 
fatal.  Crawford  ^  others  v.  MorreUy  8  JoHm,  Rep,  253.  Where 
the  declaration  alleged  aD  undertaking  in  consideration  of  a  con- 
tract entered  into  by  the  plaintiff  to  build  a  ship,  and  the  evidence 
was  of  a  contract  io  finish  a  ship  pastly  built,  it  was  held  that  the 
variance  was  fatal.  Smith  v.  Barker ,  3  Day  312.  Where  the 
plaintiff  covenanted  to  build  a  mill  in  a  certain  place,  and  by  a  cer- 
tain time,  and  in  an  action  of  covenant  averred  that  be  erected  the 
mill  at  the  place,  and  by  the  time  mentioned  in  the  agreement ;  it 
was  held  that  parol  evidence  that  the  mill  was  erected  at  a  different 
place,  and  after  the  time,  by  the  consent  and  agreement  of  the  der 
(endant,  did  not  support  the  declaration.  PkUips  ^  Butler  v.  Rose^ 
8  Johns.  Rep.  392.  In  an  action  against  two  or  more  persons,  on 
a  promissory  note  with  a  joint  name  or  firm,  if  the  declaration  con- 
tains no  averment  that  the  defendants  were  partners  or  acted  un- 
der the  firm,  but  that  the  defendants  made  the  note  tn  their  own 
proper  hands  and  names  thereunto  subscribed^  proof  that  one  of  the 
defendants  subscribed  the  note  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  the  con- 
tract a?  laid.  Pease  ^  another  v.  Morgan,  7  Jokns.  Rep.  468. 
In  an  action  gut  tarn  for  usury,  the  plaintiff  alleged  a  loan  by  the 
defendant  to  A«  ^^^  sixty-three  days,  and  produced  a  note  in  evi- 
dence payable  to  the  defendant  in  sixty  days,  this  was  held  a  fatal 
variance,  although  the  three  days  pf  grace  added  to  the  number  of 
days  specified  in  the  note  would  make  sixty-three  days.  Wilmoi 
V.  Mons&n,  4  Day  1 14.  See  on  the  subject  of  variance  generally : 
^^erome  v.  JVhitney,  7  Johns.  Rep.  321.  Lansing  y.  M'Killip, 
3  Caines'  Rep.  286.  Whitlock  v.  Rafnsey's  Admx.  2  Mun.  510. 
Drake  v.  WaUon,  4  Day  37.  Drummondv.  Crutcher,  2  Wa^.  218. 
De  Forest  v.  Brainerd,  2  Day  528.  Beers  v.  BoUford,  3  Day  169. 
Franklin  *  others  v.  Talmadge,  6  Johns.  Rep.  84.  The  People  v. 
Runkel,  9  Johns.  Rep.  147.  Evans  v.  SmAth,  1  Wash.  72.  M' Wil- 
liam V.  Willis,  Id.  199.  Baylies  ^  apjother  v.  FeUyplace  4*  another, 
7  Mass.  Rep.  325. 

A  variance  in  a  plea  as  well  as  in  a  declaration,  between  the 
contract  as  laid,  and  the  contract  as  proved,  is  fatal :  and  it  is  equal- 
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of  it  afterwards  upon  any  other  plea  or  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, or  give  it  in  evidence.  Thus  in  an  action  against 
the  defendant  as  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  who  pleaded 
non  assumpsit,  and  it  appeared  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  , 

the  bill  was  drawn  by  the  defendant  and  another  jointly ; 
on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  (which  had  been 
found  for  the  plaintiff,)  upon  the  ground  of  this  supposed 
*variance,  the  Court  of  Eitchequer  were  clearly  of  opinion,  *  162 

that  there  was  no  variance  between  the  bill  of  exchange 
proved  and  that  which  was  declared  upon  (1).  The  same 
rule  holds,  when  the  action  is  brought  against  one  of  seve- 
ral partners ;  the  defendant  must  plead  in  abatement,  and 
cannot,  give  the  partnership  in  evidence  under  the  general 
issue  (2).  Formerly,  a  different  rule  was  adopted,  on  the 
ground  of  a  supposed  variance  (3).  But  with  respect  to 
the  party  suing ^  the  rule  is  still  the  same  ;  namely,*  that  if 
an  action  of  assumpsit  is  brought  by  one  only  of  several 
persons,  who  ought  to  join,  the  defendant  ma^  take  advan- 
tage of  it  upon  non-assumpsit  (4)  (a). 

Where  a  deed  is  declared  upon,  and  it  appears  on  com-  Variance  ia 
paring  and  reading  the  record  with  the  instmment  produ-  ^^^  ^ 
ced,  that  some  of  the  words  seated  in  the  pleadings  as  de- 
scriptive of  the  deed,  (and  which  cannot  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage,) vary  from  the  deed,  the  variance  will  be  fatal  (5) ; 

(1)  ETaxus  T,  Lewis,  1794.,  MS.  (3^  BoeoDT.Saiiciford,2Salk.440. 
case,  reported  in  Mr.  Serjt.  William's  (4)  2  Str.  820.  Graham  v.  Rob- 
edit,  of  Saund.  1  V.  291.  d.  See  ert^n,  2  T.  R.  292,  and  see  1 
also   Germain  t.   Frederick,   MS.  Saund.  291.  f.  note. 

case,  id.  and  Cowp.  ^32.  (5)  Pitt  v.  Green,  9  East  188; 

(2)  Rice  T.  Shute,  5  Burr.  2611.  Bowditch  v.  Mawle j,  1  Campb.  195. 
AbboU  V.  Smifl],  2  Black.  947. 

]y  so,  though  the  contract  in  either  case  would  be  usurious.  The 
rule  even  requires  the  contract  to  be  more  precisely  stated  in  a 
plea  of  usurj,  in  bar,  than  in  a  declaration  in  a  qui  tain  suit,  be- 
cause the  facts  are  within  the  defendant's  knowledge.  Lawrence 
V.  Kniesy  10  Johns,  Rep,  140.  As  to  variance  in  pleading  an 
usurious  contract,  vide  Tate  v.  WellingSy  3  Term  Rep,  531.  Smith 
V.  Brush,  8  Johns.  Rep,  84, 
fa)  Vid^  ante,  127. 
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and  though  some  parts  of  the  deed,  which  the  declaration 
purports  to  set  out  at  length,  need  not  have  been  stated 
at  all,  or  might  have  been  stated  shortly  according  to  their 
legal  effect  and  operation  (6),  yet  if  they  are  set  out  at 
length,  they  ought  to  be  proved  as  laid,  and  in  case  of  a 
variance  the  plaintiff  must  fail  (6). 

A  similar  rule  has  be^n  laid  down,  where  a  record  is  re- 
ferred to  in  the  pleadings.  If  the  allegation  is  descriptive 
of  the  record,  it  ought  to  be  strictly  and  literally  proved  as 
laid  (c).  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Green  v.  Rennett  (7),  where  a 
writ  was  described  in  terms,  when  sued  out  and  when  re- 
*turnable,  and  on  the  production  of  the  writ  itself  it  appear- 
ed to  be  returnable  on  a  different  day  from  that  stated  in 
the  declaration,  the  court  held  that  the  variance  was  fatal, 
though  the  day  of  the  return  was  laid  under  a  ^videlicet. 

(6)  Dundass  v.  Lord  Weymouth,  Brown  ▼.  Jacobs,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
Cowp.  665 ;  Pricev.  Fletcher,  Cowp.  726.  R.  v.  Taylor,  1  Campb.  N.  P. 
727 ;  Roulston  v.  Clarke,  2  H.  BI.  C.  404.  See  also  Com.  Dig.  tit. 
563.  Record,  (C),  (D). 

(7)  1  T.  R.  656 ;  9  East  161. 163. 

*  Where  the  circumstance  averred  id  the  pleadings,  (as  of  a  particular 
sum  or  day),  is  material,  the  addition  of  a  wdeHeei  will  not  render  the  aver- 
ment immaterial,  (Grimwood  v.  Barrit,  6  T.  R.  460, 3)  ;  though  the  omis- 
sion of  a  videlicet  may  in  some  eases  make  an  averment  material,  which 
would  not  otherwise  be  so  (Symmons  t.  Knox,  3  T.  R.  65,  8.)  If,  there- 
.fore,  the  day  laid  in  the  declaration  be  material,  it  must  be  proved,  notwith- 


(&)  Thus  a  mistake  in  declaring  in  a  lease,  of  the  name  of  a  per- 
son stated  in  tbe  demise  as  late  tenant  of  the  premises  is  fatal. 
Bowditch  Y.Mawley^  1  Campb.  195.  So  a  variance  in  the  date  of 
a  bond  or  in  the  sum  is  fatal,  ijrordon  ^  oihen  v.  Broome's  Exr> 
3  Hen.  ^  Mun.  219.  Adt»m$  v.  Spear ^  1  Hayw.  215.  So,  in  an 
indictment  for  forging  a  deed,  a  variance  .in  the  courses,  as  tTeerUy 
instead  of  ivDeniy'two,  is  material.    State  v.  Street^  Tayl,  128. 

In  like  manner,  where  a  note  not  negotiable,  was  declared  upon 
as  being  for  value  received^  which  words  were  not  contained  in 
the  note  produced  in  evidence,  it  was  held  that  they  were  descrip- 
tive of  tbe  note,  and  that  therefore  the  variance  was  fatal.  '  Saxton 
4r  Hvtdieson  v.  Johruon,  10  Johns.  Rep.  418. 

(c)  Vide  Thompson  v.  Jameson,  1  Cranch  282, 


^ 


} 
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The  return-day  was  material  in  that  case,  because  it  was 
part  of  the  description  of  the  writ  stated,  which  could  only 
be  proved  by  a  writ  returnable  on  the  same  day.  But 
where  the  pleadings  do  not  undertake  to  set  out  the  tenour 
of  the  record,  and  the  substance  only  of  the  record  is  stat- 
ed, there  a  variance  between  the  allegation  and  the  record 
will  not  be  fatal,  and  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  allegation  is 
substantially  proved  (6).  Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  King  v. 
Lookup,  on  a  prosecution  for  perjuiy,  where  the  objection 
was,  that  the  indictment  stated  a  bill  in  Chancery  to  be 
directed  to  Robert  Lord  Henley,  &c.,  and  it  appeared  in 
evidence  to  have  been  directed  to  Sir  Robert  Henley, 
•Knight,  &c«,  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  held 
it  to  be  sufficient,  that  the  complainant  had  preferred  a 
bill  before  the  person  who  held  the  great  seal,  by  which- 
ever title  he  was  styled  (1).  So,  in  the  late  case  of  Pur- 
cell  V*  Macnamara  (3),  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  prose- 
cution, *  where  the  allegation  was,  that  the  defendant  pro-  *  164 

(1)  R.  T.  Lookup,  cit.  1  T.  R.         (2)  9  East  157.     See  also  Philips 
340,  9  East  163.    See  also  R.  v.    t.  Bacon,  9  East  298. 
Payne,  cit.  9  East  158.  ^ 

standing  that  it  is  laid  under  a  videlicet.  It  is  bj  no  means  generally  true 
that  the  omisrion  of  a  Tideiicet  will  make  it  necessary  to  prove  the  parti- 
cular sum  or  day,  &c.  strictly  as  laid.  Some  cases  have  been  already  men- 
tioned, where  a  variance  in  the  proof  of  such  circumstances  has  been  ad- 
judged to  be  immaterial.  (Vid.  supra,  p.  161.)  It  will  be  sufficient  to  add 
one  other  example^  On  an  indictment  for  stealing  goods  in  a  dwelling- 
house,  under  the  statute  12  Ann.  St.  1.  c.  ^.,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  the  goods  were  of  greater  value  than  40s.,  though  that  may  be  averred 
in  the  indictment  without  a  videlicet.  And  see  R.  v.  Burdett,  1  Ld.  Raym. 
149.  R.  V.  Gillham,  6  T.  R.  265.  Gwinnet  v.  Philips,  3  T.  R.  643.  and 
2  £:ampb.  231(a). 

(a)  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  causing  the  plaintiff's  goods  to 
be  levied  on  after  the  return  day,  the  day  of  the  levy  is  material, 
and  must  be  proved  as  laid  in  the  declaration,  although  under  a 
scilicet.  Vail  v.  Lewis  and  Livingston,  4  Johns.  Rep,  450.  Mde 
2  Wms.  Sound.  291.  n.     Myers  v.  Kent,  2  A''ew  Rep.  463. '. 

(6)  Vide  Rodman  and  others  v.  Forman,  8  Johns.  Rep.  26. 
Page  V.  Woods,  9  Johns.  Rep.  82. 
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secuted  an  indictment  against  the  plaintiff^  until  after- 
wards,  sc*  on  a  certain  day  named,  the  plaintiff  was  in  due 
manner  acquitted,  &c* ;  and  to  prove  this  allegation  the 
record  of  acquittal  was  produced,  which  showed  that  the 
acquittal  was  on  another  day,  the  court  held  that  the  vari- 
ance was  not  material,  and  that  the  averment  had  been 
substantially  proved*  Here  the  day  was  not  alleged  as 
part  of  the  description  of  the  record  ;  but  the  substance  of 
the  allegation  was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  acquitted  on 
the  prosecution.  And  ^^  it  was  no  more  necessary,''  said 
Mr.  Justice  Lawrence,  "  to  prove  the  precise  day  of  the  ac- 
quittal as  laid  in  the  declaration,  than  it  is,  upon  an  indict- 
ment for  murder,  or  in  a  declaration  upon  promises,  to 
prove  the  precise  day,  as  laid,  of  committing  the  murder  or 
of  making  the  promise."  In  this  respect,  it  cannot  be 
material,  whether  proof  is  by  matter  of  record  or  by 
parol.  If,  indeed,  the  declaration  had  proceeded  to  state, 
that  the  acquittal  was  on  a  certain  day,  o^  appears  hy  the 
record^  that  might  have  been  considered  as  descriptive 
of  the  record,  and  then  the  variance  would  have  been 
fatal  (1)  (a). 
Variance  in  It  is  a  rule  in  pleading,  that  every  material  fact  which  is 
time.  issuable  and  triable,  must  be  averred  to  have  happened  at 

(1)  9  East  161 .    And  see  Turner    Wood,  4  Taunt.  13.    Com.  Dig.  tif . 
y.  Ejles,  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  456.  Wiglej    Record,  (C.) 
T.  Jones,  5  East  440.    Readshaw  v. 

(a)  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  the  escape  of  a  prisoner  in 
execution,  the  declaration  stated  a  judgment  for  5403  dollars  and 
77  cents,  damages,  and  37  dollars  and  59  cents  costs,  and  that  a 
ca,  sa.  was  issued  thereon ;  and  the  ca.  sa.  produced  in  evidence 
was  for  5441  dollars  and  37  cents;  it  was  held  that  the  defendant 
in  this  collateral  action  could  not  take  advantage  of  the  variance. 
Bissel  V.  Kipi  5  Johns,  Rep.  89.  Where  in  a  notice  subjoined  to 
a  plea  of  the  general  issue,  a  record  was  stated  to  have  been  of 
June  term,  1810,  and  the  record  produced  in  evidence  was  of 
June,  1809,  the  variance  was  held  immaterial.  Brooks  v.  Bemissy 
8  Johns.  Rep.  465. 
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a  certain  timi  (2).  However,  it  will  not  generally  be  ne- 
cessary to  prove  the  time  precisely  as  laid  (6),  unless  that 
particular  time  is  material*  Thus  in  an  action  on  a  pro- 
missory note,  where  the  declaration  states  that  the  de- 
fendant on  such  a  day  made,  &c«,  proof  that  he  made  his 
promissory  note  on  a  different  day  would  be  sufficient.  So, 
in  ^n  action  for  assault,  battery,  taking  of  goods,  &c«, 
where  the  defendant  pleads  the  general  issue,  the  plaintiff 
will  not  be  confined  to  the  day  stated  in  the  declaration, 
but  may  prove  the  assault,  &c*  on  any  other  day  before 
the  commencement  *of  the  action  (1).     If  the  defendant  *  165 

justifies  by  son  assault  on  the  same  day,  and  the  plaintiff 
traverses  the  cause  of  justification,  and  at  the  trial  the  de*" 
fendant  proves  the  trespass  on  the  same  day,  there  the  plain- 
tiff* cannot  give  evidence  of  an  assault  on  another  day  (2)* 
And  though  the  defendant  should  prove  the  assault  of  the 
plaintiflfon  another  day,  yet  the  plaintijQT,  after  having  made 
such  a  traverse^  cannot  prove  another  assault  on  a  differ^  ^ 
ent  day  (3).    . 

With  respect  to  variances  in  the  place  laid  in  the  deelara-  Variance  m 
lion  (a) :   It  has  been  held,  in  an  action  for  non-residence, 

(2)  5  T.  R;  eStO.  (8)  2  Roll.  Ab.  680.  tit.  Evidence, 

(1)  Co.  Lit.  282.  a.  b.    2  RoD.  (C.)  Art.  3.     Thornton  t.  Ljrster^ 

Ab.    687.   689.    tit.  Verdict,  (N.)  Cro    Car.  514.    corUra^    (Jones  J. 

Com.  Dig.  tit  Pleader,  (S.  12.)  doubting),    Roll.    Ab.   lb.     See   2 

(2)  Downes  t.  Skrymsher,  Brownl.  Saund.  5.  note  3, 

233 ;  2  Roll.  Ab.  687. 1.  30,  S.  C. 


u£- 


(6)  *Vide  The  United  States  v.  Vigol,  2  DaU,  346. 

(a)  The  place  of  transitory  actioDs  is  not  material,  unless  whefl 
made  so  by  statute ;  therefore,  in  actions  of  assault,  battery,  tak-. 
ing  of  goods,  &c«  alleged  to  have  been  done  in  one  county  or  town, 
if  the  plaintiff,  on  not  guilty  pleaded,  prove  the*  fact  in  some  other 
county  or  town,  be  will  be  entitled  to  recover.  But,  in  some 
cases  the  defendant  may  render  the  place  material  by  pleading  a 
justification  which  extends  only  to  a  certain  place ;  as  in  trespass 
for  a  false  imprisoument,  if  the  defendant  justifies  as  constable  of 
D.  in  another  county,  and  traverses  every  other  place  out  of  D. 
the  plaintiff  must  prove  an  imprisonment  out  of  D.  So,  in  tres- 
pass for  taking  goods,  the  defendant  may  justify  for  damage  fe^* 

2  E 
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where  the  parish  was  described  as  St.  Etkelburg,  and 
proved  to  be  St,  Ethelburga^  that  the  variance  was  fe- 
tal (4) :  so,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the  premises 
were  described  as  situate  in  the  united  parishes  of  A.  and 
B*j  but  were  proved  to'  be  in  the  parish  of  A.^  and  the  two 
parishes  were  united  only  for  the  single  purpose  of  main^ 
taining  the  poor  (5)«  But  where  the  premises  were  des- 
cribed as  lying  Jn  the  parish  of  A.  and  £.,  and  it  appeared 
in  evidence  that  part  lay  in  A.  and  part  in  B*,  but  that 
there  was  no  such  parish  as  the  parish  of  A»  and  B.j  the 
court  held  that  the  word  parish  was  mere  surplusage,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  lands  in  B.  as 
well  as  in  A  (6).  So,  where  the  premises  were  laid  to  be 
in  the  parish  of  Famham,  and  were  proved  to  be  in  the  pa- 
rish of  Farnham  Royal^  but  it  did  not  appear  that  there 
were  two  FarrJiams,  the  court  held  that  the  variance  was 
immaterial  (7) ;  so  also,  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion, where  the  premises  were  proved  to  lie  in  the  parish 
*  166  of  St.  Mary  Lambeth^  but  *were  described  in  the  declara- 

tion as  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  which  last  was  the  name 
generally  known  (1).  And  this  has  overruled  an  older 
case  (a),  where  a  Variance  between  the  parish  of  Chelsea 
and  the  parish  of  St.  Lukt^s  Chelsea  was  held  at  nisi  prius 
to  be  fatal  (3).  In  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  al- 
though it  is  not  necessary  to  describe  where  the  premises 
lie  (3),  yet  if  they  are  described  in  the  declaration  as  situ- 

(4)  Wilson  q.  t.  t.  GUbert,  2  Bos.  (7)  Doe  dem.  ToUet  v.  Salter, 
Sl  PuI.  281.  13  East  9. 

(5)  Goodtitle    dem.    PiDsent  ▼.  (1)  KirtlandY.Poimsett,!  Taunt 
Lammiman,  2  Campb.  274.  570. 

(6)  Goodtitle  dem.  Bremridge  y.  (2)  And  see  3  Taunt.  140. 
Walter,  4  Taunt.  671.*    The  case  of  (3)  King  t.  Fraset,  6  East  348. 
Wilson  T.  Clark,  therefore,  (1  Esp. 

N.  P.  C.  273.),  seems  doubtful. 


sant  in  such  a  close  or  house,  and  traverse  all  other  places.  Mot' 
tyn  V.  Fabrigas,  Co7s:p.  177.  Lit.  §  486.  Co.  Lit.  282.  a.  b.  2 
Wms.  Saund.  6.  b.  Com.  Dig.  Action  (N.  12.)  Pleader  (G.  2.) 
(a)  Cited  13  East's  Rep.  9.  And  see  Regina  v.  Inhabttanis  of 
Barfcinaf,  2  Salk.  462.^  Boddy  v.  SnU^,  1  Str.  696. 


fc»  *       -     f  * 
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{b)  Formerly  the  utmost  nicetj  was  required  in  setting  forth 
a  writing,  and  a  mistake  in  a  single  letter  was  sufficient  to  defeat 
an  action ;  thus  in  an  information  for  a  libel,  where  the  word  nor 
was  written  for  nit,  although  the  sense  j^as  not  altered  thereby, 
it  was  held  a  fatal  variance.  Regina  v.  DraJuy  2  Salk,  660.  So, 
indkari  for  indietariy  Parker^s  case^  HvU.  56.  So,  in  stating  the 
name  of  a  corporation,  the  yariance  of  a  letter  was  held  fatal;  as 
when  the  Sotith  Sea  Company  was  named,  the  company  trading 
''  ad  maria^  AwiruUta"  instead  of  Australia,  TurvU  v.  Ayftrworth^ 
^Str.  787.  S.  C.  2  Ld.Raym.  1515.  But  the  rule  now  establish- 
ed appears  to  be,  that  where  the  meaning  is  obYious,  a  mistake  in, 
or  even  the  oqussioji  of  a  word»  will  not  Titiate*    So,  on  the  issue 


/■ 
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ate  in  a  certain  parish,  and  are  proved  to  be  in  a  different 
parish,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  (4).  Where  the  parish 
or  place  mentioned  is  mere  matter  of  venue,  and  not  of 
local  description,  (as,  in  an  action  for  a  nuisance  defama- 
tory  to  the  plaintiff's  character,  where  the  declaration 
stated,'that  the  defendant  erected  the  nuisance  complained 
of,  in  the  parish  of  A*j  in  a  street  adjoining  to  the  plain- 
tiff's house,  &c,,)  the  actual  situation  of  the  house  is  imma- 
terial, and  the  plaintiff  may  recover,  though  it  should  be 
proved  that  there  is  no.  such  parish  (5). 

The  same  rule  which  has  been  laid  down  with  respect 
to  civil  actions,  applies  also  to  the  case  of  an  indictment ; 
on  the  trial  of  which,  it  will  be  suflScient  to  show,  that  the  « 

offence  was  committed  in  some  place  within  the  county  or 
other  division  ;  and  it  seems  to  be  agreed,  says  Mr.  Sergt. 
Hawkins  (6),  that  a  mistake  of  the  place  in  which  an  of- 
fence is  laid  will  not  be  material  upon  the  evidence  on 
^^  not  guilty''  pleaded,  if  the  fact  be  proved  at  some  other 
place  in  the  same  county.  Where  a  felony  is  stated  to 
have  been  committed  at  a  certain  *mhce  named  in  the  in- 
dictment, and  there  is  no  such  pla^in  the  county,  the  in- 
dictment is  void  (7)  {by  , 

(4)  Guest  y.  Caumoat,  3  Campb.        (6)  B.  S.  ch,  S6.  f .  84. 

S35.  (7)  St.  18  Hen.  vi.  c.  12.  Hawk. 

(5)  Jeffories   ▼«.  Duncombe,    11    lb.    See  the  case  of  Goodtitle  dem. 
East  226 ;  2  Campb.  3.  S.  C.  Bremfidge  r.  Walter,  lupro,  p.  165, 
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Thai  the  best  Evidence  is  to  be  produced,  whick  the  ^uturt 

of  the  Case  admits* 

The  next  general  rule  is,  that  the  best  evidence  must 
be  given  (a)  of  which  the  nature  of  the  thing  is  capable  (1). 

(1)  Gilb.  Ev.  13.    Bull.  N.P.  J93. 

of  wul  tiel  record^  where  one  was  Segrave  and  the  other  SeagravCj 
the  court  held  it  no  variance,  quia  idem  sonaos.  Williams  v. 
Ogle^  2  Sir.  889.  So,  in  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  an  affidavit, 
the  word  understood^  in  setting  out  the  affidavit,  was  written  under- 
toody  and  it  was  held  immaterial.  Rex  v.  Beach,  Cowp,  229.  So, 
in  an  indictment  for  forging  a  bill  of  exchange,  which  was  set 
forth  in  the  indictment  secundum  tenorem,  and  in  the  bill  produced 
in  evidence,  the  word  received  was  written  recievdy  the  variance 
was  held  not  to  be  fatal.  Rex  v.  Hart^  1  Leach  1 72.  In  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury  in  reciting  that  part  of  an  indictment  for  as* 
sault  and  battery,  where  it  was  alleged  that  his  life  was  greatly  des* 
paired  of,  the  word  despaired  was  entirely  omitted ;  and  BuJJer,  J* 
overruled  the  objection  of  a  variance.  Rex  v.  May,  I  hfioch  227. 
In  an  action  for  a  libel,  the  libellous  matter  set  forth  in  the  decla- 
ration, contained  the  words  U.  States,  and  in  the  paper  produced 
in  evidence  it  was  written  United  States,  the  variance  was  held  im- 
material, this  being  a  common  and  well  understood  abbreviation  ; 
or,  if  the  U,  might  be  rejected,  still  the  sense  and  meaning  of  the 
libel  would  be  the  same ;  and  the  court  may  look  at  the  context  in 
order  to  judge  of  the  materiality  of  the  variance.  Leveis  v.  FeWj 
5  Johns,  Rep,  1  .<  Where  the  declaration  stated  a  libel  to  have  been 
published  in  a  newspaper  called  Th^  Ontario  Messenger,  and  the 
paper  produced  was  headed  Ontorto  Messenger,  it  was  held  that 
this  was  not  a  variance.  Souihimck  v.  Stevens,  10  Johns.  Rep.  443. 
An  insensible  or  nonsensical  word  inserted  in  the  declaration,  setting 
out  a  writing,  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  King  v.  Pippet,  X 
Terffi,  Rept  235. 

(a)  Vide  Smith  fund  <Ahers  v.  Carrington  and  others,  4  Cranck 
62.  Wood  V.  Roach,  2  DalL  180.  Thompson  v.  Bullocky  1  Bay 
364.     Torrey  v.  Fuller,  1  Mass.  Rep.  624. 
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The  true  meaning  of  this  rule  is,  not  that  courts  of  law  re- 
quire the  strongest  possible  assurance  of  the  matter  in 
question,  but  that  no  evidence  shall  be  given,  which,  from 
the  nature  of  the  thing,  supposes  still  greater  evidence  be- 
hind in  the  party's  possession  or  power ;  for,  such  evi- 
dence is  altogether  insufficient,  and  proves  nothing,  but 
carries  with  it  a  presumption  contrary  to  the  intention  for 
which  it  is  produced.  Thus,  if  a  party  offer  a  copy  of  a 
deed  or  will,  where  he  is  able  to  produce  the  original,  this 
raises  a  presumption,  that  there  is  something  in  the  deed 
or  will,  which,  if  pi*oduced,  would  make  against  the  party ; 
and,  therefore,  the  copy  in  such  a  case  is  not  evidence. 
But,  if  he  prove  the  original  deed  or  will  to  b^  in  the 
hands  of  the  adverse  party,  to  whom  he  has  given  notice 
to  produce  it,  or, that  the  original  has  been  destroyed 
without  his  default,  no  such  presumption  can  reasonably 
be  made,  and  a  copy  will  be  admitted,  because  then  such 
copy  is  the  best  evidence  that  can  be  produced  (2).  For 
the  same  reason  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove 
the  contents  of  a  license  from  the  crown,  though  the  li- 
cense is  lost,  because  there  must  be  some  register  of  it  at 
the  secretary  of  state's  office,  and  that  register  would  be 
better  than  parol  evidence  (3)  (4). 

(2)  Gilb.  Er.  13.  BuU.  293.  Gar-        (3)  Rhind  v.  Wilkinscm,  2  Taunt. 
ooDfl  V.  Swift,  1  Taunt.  607.  237. 


(6)  So,  the  declarations  of  a  person  ;who  might  have  been  pro- 
duced as  a  witness  are  inadmissible.  %Day  126.  Alexander  v. 
Mahon^  llJohtu,  Rep,  185.  A  witness  cannot  testify  as  to  the 
contents  of  ^, pa  per  in  his  possession ;  it  should  be  produced.  Ri- 
cftafcb  y.  Stewart,  2  Day  328.  Where  on  an  iDdictment  for  forg* 
ery  of  a  ban]^  note,  a  witness  was  produced  to  prove  the  identity  of 
the  bill,  on  which  be  had  not  made  any  private  artificial  mark,  al- 
though there  were  accidental  marks  on  it,  ^jjifli  which,  after  he  had 
received  it,  bad  been  out  of  his  possession ;  it  was  held,  that  if  he 
had  made  any  private  artificial  maik  to  which  be  could  positively 
swear,  bis  testimony  would  be  admissible,  but  not  having  done  so, 
the  person  in  whose  possession  the  note  had  been  ought  to  have 
been  produced,  as  the  highest  evidence.  Commonwealth  v.  JSTni; 
5<m,  4  Mass.  Rep,  646. 
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This  principle  is  strongly  illustrated  by  a  late  case  (4), 
where  the  question  was,  whether  the  defendants  had  put  on 
board  the  plaintiff's  ship  some  articles  of  a  combustible 
*  168  *and  dangerous  kind,  without  giving  due  notice  of  their 

nature*  It  appeared  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  the 
goods  were  delivered  by  the  officer  of  the  defendants,  with 
a  written  order  to  the  plaintiff  to  receive  them,  in  which 
order  nothing  was  said  as  to  their  nature,  that  they  Were 
received  by  the  chief  mate  of  tibe  plaintiff's  ship,  who  had 
since  died,  and  that  no  other  person  was  present  at  the 
time  of  the  delivery.  It  was  further  proved,  by  the  cap- 
tain of  the  ship  and  the  second  mate,  that  no  communica- 
tion had  been  made  to  either  of  them,  nor,  as  for  as  they 
knew,  to  any  other  person  on  board.  Upon  this  evidence 
the  plaintiff,  who  had  to  prove  the  negative,  was  nonsuit- 
ed, on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  given  the  best  evidence' 
of  the  want  of  notice,  which  it  was  in  his  power  to  pro- 
duce, by  calling  the  company's  officer,  who  delivered  the 
articles  on  board*  And  the  nonsuit  was  afterwards  affirm- 
ed by  the  Court  of  King's  bench.  ^<  The  best  evidence, 
(said  Lord  Ellenborough  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,)  should  have  been  given,  of  which  the  nature  of  the 
case  was  capable.  The  best  evidence  was  to  have  been 
had,  by  calling,  in  the  first  instance,  upon  the  persons  im- 
mediately and  officially  employed  in  the  delivering  and  in 
the  receiving  of  the  goods  on  board,  who  appear  in  this 
case  to  have  been  the  first  mate,  on  the  one  side,  and  the 
military  conductor,  the  defendant's  officer,  on  the  other ; 
and  though  the  one  of  these  persons,  the  mate,  was  dead, 
^  that  did  not  warrant  the  plaintiff  in  resorting  to  an  inferior 
-  and  secondary  species  of  testimony,  (namely,  the  pre- 
sumption and  inference  arising  from  a  non-communica^ 
tion  to  the  other  persons  on  board),  as  long  as  the  mili-: 
tary  conductor,  the  other  living  witness,  immediately  and 
primarily  concerned  in  the  transaction  of  shipping  the 
^oods  on  board,  could  be  resorted  to ;  and  no  impossibi- 

(4)  Winiams  t.  East  India  qompaAj,  3  Eaat  193.  90V 
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Itty  of  resorting  to  this  evidence,  the  proper  and  primary 
evidence  on  the  subject,  is  suggested  to  exist  in  this  case. 
It  has  been  already  observed,  that  although  the  best 
evidence  is  to  be  given  which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits, 
*yet  the  strongest  possible  assurapce  of  a  fact  is  not  requir-  *  1^* 

ed.  If  a  deed,  for  example,  is  attested  by  several  subscribe 
ing  witnesses,  the  execution  may  be  proved  by  one  of  them  ; 
or,  if  none  of  those  witnesses  can  be  produced,  proof  of 
the  signature  of  one  witness  will  be  sufficient ;  for  the  proof 
is,  as  far  as  it  goes,  complete,  and  not  inferior,  in  its  kind, 
to  any  that  can  be  produced ;  nor,  'can  it  be  inferred, 
merely  from  the  absence  of  further  proof  of  the  same  kind, 
that  such  additional  proof  would  be  inconsistent  with  that 
already  ^produced*  So,  to  prove  the  plaintiff  ^s  demand 
satisfied,  the  defendant  may  give  evidence  of  an  admis- 
sion by  the  plaintiff  to  that  effect,  though  it  should  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  also  signed  a  receipt,  and  it  may  t)e  said 
the  receipt  would  be  more  satisfactory  proof(l).  And  where 
an  agent  for  the  plaintiff  made  a  verbal  agreement  with 
the  defendant,  and  afterwards  put  it  down  in  writing,  which 
was  not  signed  by  the  parties,  as  a  memorandum  to  assist 
his  recollection,  such  writing  is  not  the  best  evidence,  nor 
indeed  any  evidence  of  the  agreement,  though  it  may  be 
used  by  the  agent  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  me- 
mory (2)  (a).  So,  if  parol  evidence  should  be  offered  to 
prove  a  tenancy,  it  is  no  objection  that  there  is  some  writ- 
ten agreement  relative  to  the  holding,  unless  it  should  ap- 
pear that  the  agreement  was  between  the  landlord  ahd  te- 
nant, and  that  it  continued  in  force  to  the  very  time,  to 
which  the  parol  evidence  applies  (3).  And  in  a  great  va- 
riety of  cases,  which  have  been  befor^  mentioned,  prima 
facie  or  presumptive  proof  is  admissible,  although  perhaps 
stronger  evidence  might  have  been  produced* 

^1)  Jacob  T.Lindiiay,  l£aBt4dO.  (3)  Doe  d.  Wood  r.  Morris,  12 

Snutb  V.  Young,  1  Campb.  439.  East  S37.    l)oe  v.  Peanon,  12  East 

(f)  Dalisoo  T.  Stark,  4  Esp.  N.  939.  n. 
P.  C.  163.     1  East  4S0. 


(a)  Vide  fVarinf^  v.  fVati-en^  1  Johm.  Rep.  940. 
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Upon  the  same  principle,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to 
call  the  supposed  writer  of  an  instrument,  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  or  disproving  his  hand-writing;  but  the  evidence 
of  persons  well  acquainted  with  the  character  of  his  writ- 
"*  170  ing  *will  be  sufficient.  Such  evidence  is  not,  in  its*  nature, 

inferior  or  secondary;  and  though  it  may  generally  be 
true,  that  a  writer  is  best  acquainted  with  his  own  hand- 
writing, yet  his  knowledge  is  acquired  precisely  by  the 
same  means  as  the  knowledge  of  other  persons,  who  have 
been  in  the  habit  of  seeing  him  write,  and  differs  not  so 
much  in  kind  as  in  degree.  The  testimony  of  such  per- 
sons, therefore,  is  not  of  an  inferior  or  secondary  species  y 
nor  does  it  give  any  reason  to  suspect,  as  in  the  case  where 
primary  evidence  is  withheld,  that  the  fact  to  which  they 
speak  is  not  true*  It  is  the  common  practice  to  receive 
such  testimony  in  ordinary  cases ;  and,  in  prosecutions  for 
capital  offences^  it  must  be  equally  admissible.  On  a  pro- 
secution for  the  forgery  of  a  bank  note  (1),  therefore,  Mr. 
Justice  Le  Blanc  held,  that  the  signature  in  the  name  of 
the  cashier  of  the  bank  might  be  disproved  by  any  other 
person,  who  was  acquainted  with  his  hand-writing,  though 
the  cashier  himself  was  not  an  incompetent  witness  (2). 

The  rule  which  requires  the  best  evidence  to  be  pro- 
duced, is  dispensed  with  in  some  particular  cases. 

First,  where  it  is  necessary  to  prove  an  entry  in  a  pub- 
lic book,  the  original  need  not  be  shown ;  but,  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  public,  a  sworn  copy  will  be  admitted  (3). 

Secondly,  in  the  case  of  all  peace-officers,  justices  of 
the  peace,  constables,  &c.  (a),  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that 
they  acted  in  these  characters,  without  producing  their 

(1)  Hugfae!r*g  case,  1802,  2  East  (ft)  Newlaod^s  case,  2  East  P.  C. 
P.  C.  1002  ;  M'Guire's  case,  180r,     1001. 

S.  P.   ib.    Contra,    Smith's   case,        (3)  See  part  2.  ch.  6.  adjmtm, 
1768, 2  East  P.  C.  1000.    See  pot^ 
as  to  proof  of  hand* writing.  . 

(a)  S.  P.  PaiUr  ▼.  Luther^  3  Jokm.  Rep.  431.  Ywmg  and 
oiheri  v.  The  Cammonwealthy  6  Binney  88.  Fowler  v.  Bebee  and 
another y  9  Mass,  Rep.  231. 


^^ 
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appointments  (4).  And  in  the  case  of  officers  of  aAy  branth 
of  the  revenue,  where  the  question  is  wheth^jr  they  are 
such,  proof  of  being  reputed  to  be  so,  or  of  havidg  exer* 
cised  the  office,  *is  good  evidence  of  the  fact  (a),  on  any  *  17l 

indictment,  information,  action,  or  prbs^cution  whatso- 
ever (I  )•  So,  on  an  indictment  for  peijuiry  committed  by 
the  defendant  before  a  surrogate  in  ah  ecclesiastical  court, 
proof  that  the  person  who  administered  the  oath,  acted  as 
surrogate,  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient  prima  facie  evu 
dence  of  his  appointment  and  authority  (2)« 

Thirdly,  there  are  other  instances  in  which  strict  proof 
is  made  unnecessary,  because  the  party,  against  whom  it 
would  otherwise  be  requisite  to  produce  proof  of  the  par^ 
ticular  fact,  has  by  his  conduct  precluded  himself  from  dis^ 
puting  the  fact  (3).  Such  is  the  rule  in  an  action  against 
clergymen  for  non-residence,  in  Which  it  is  reasonable,  that 
the  acts  of  the  defendant  as  parson,  and  his  receipt  of  the 
emoluments  of  the  church,  should  be  evidence  against  him 
of  his  being  parson,  without  formal  proof  of  the  defendant's 
title  (4).  So,  in  an  action  by  a  person^  as  farmer  and 
renter  of  tolls,  appointed  under  an  act  of  parliament,  fot 
tolls  due  at  a  turnpike-gate,  although  the  plaintiff  will  nol 
be  entitled  to  recover  on  the  special  count,  unless  he  has 
been  legally  appointed  collector  of  the  tolls,  yet,  if  the 
defendant  has  accounted  with  him  in  that  character,  the 
want  of  a  formal  appointment  will  not  preclude  him  from 
recovering  on  an -account  stated  (5).    So,  a  tenant  is  con^ 

(4)  By  Boiler,  J.  in  Berrjman  ▼•  (S)  R.  ▼•  Verelst,  3  Cattipbt  43Si 

Wi8e,4T.  R^6.     By  the  opinion  (S)  Bv  Chambre,  J«,  Smith  ▼« 

of  all  the  judges  in  the  case  of  the  Tavlor,  1  Bos^  &  Pal.  N.  Rt  210* 

Gordons  tried  for  murder  in  1*789,  (A)  By  Cbcjnbre,  J.,  ib«     BevaA 

Leach  Cr.  C.  685.  q.  t  v*  VVill]ams,n.  (a).  3  T.  R.  635« 

(1)  St.  26  G.  3.  c.  77.  s.  13*,  and  (5)  Peacock  t^  Harris,  10  East 

see  St.  11  G.  1.  c.  30.  s.  32.  ICM. 


■b-4a-akMMiaa*iidaHHMM.BM«i*MMAah*M 


(a)  So,  OQ  the  trial  of  an  indictmeot  for  obstructing  an  inspector 
of  the  customs,  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  the  commission  o( 
the  collector  who  appoints  him ;  but  proof  that  the  collector'  act« 
in  such  office,  de  facto,  is  sufficient.     United  States  y<  Sean  et  att 
Rep,  C.  C.  U.S.firH  circuity  216* 

9  jt  • 


/•. 
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sidcred  as  admitting  the  title  of  the  landlord,  under  whom 
he  holds,  and  will  not  be  permitted  afterwards  to  dis- 
piite  it  (6). 

This  principle  was  carried  farther  in  the  case  of  Radford 
q.  t.  V.  M-Intosh ;  too  far  indeed,  in  the  opinion  of  one 
learned  Judge  (6).  That  was  an  action  for  penalties  under 
the  post-horse  act,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  farmer-gene- 
ral, and  proof  of  his  appointment  was  dispensed  with,  be- 
*cause  the  defendant  had  previously  accounted  with  him  as 
farmer-general  (1).  So,  in  an  action  for  subtraction  of 
tithes,  proof  of  the  defendant's  former  acknowledgment  of 
the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  tithes  is  sufficient  evidence,  as 
against  the  defendant  a  wrong-doer  (3).  So,  in  an  action 
against  the  defendant  for  slander,  in  charging  the  plaintiff 
with  being  a  swindler,  and  threatening  that  he  would  have 
him  struck  off  the  roll  of  attorneys,  the  Court  was  of  opinion, 
that  the  defendant's  threat  amounted  to  a  distinct  acknow- 

(6)  Chambre,  J.  1  Bos.  &  Pul.  N.  (2)  1  Bos.  &  Pul.  N.  R.  210.  3 
R.  2i  1.  T.  R.  635.    4  T.  R.  366.    4  Gwill. 

(1)  3  T.  R.  632.     And  see  Cross     1483. 
T.  Kaye,  6  T.  R.  663.,  and  1  New 
Rep.  21 1. 

(6)  Vide  Jackson  d.  Low  ^  others  v.  Reynolds^  1  Cdines^  hep. 
444.  Jackson  d,  BUecker  v.  Whiiford,  2  Catnes^  Rep.  215.  Jack* 
son  d.  Fan  Alenv,  Vosburgh^  7  Johns.  Rep.  186.  Brant  d.  Cuyler 
^  others  v.  Livermore^  10  Johns.  Rep.  358.  Jackson  d.  Anderson 
^  another  v.  M^Leody  12  Johns.  Rep.  182.  And  a  person,  who 
has  purchased  the  interest  of  the  tenant  at  a  sale  under  an  execution, 
is  equally  precluded  from  contesting  the  landlord's  title.  Jackson 
d.  Klein  v.  Graham^  3  Caines^  Rep.  188.  A  tenant  however  may 
show  that  the  lessor\s  title  had  expired.  England  d,  Sybum  v. 
Sladey  4  Term  Rep.  682.  But  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation 
it  was  held  that  the  tenant  of  a  copyhold  tenement  could  not  show 
that  it  had  been  seized  as  forfeited  by  the  lord  of  the  manor,  un- 
less he  had  disclaimed  hdding  of  the  plaintiff,  and  entered  afresh 
under  the  new  landlord.     Bcdl  v.  Westwood^  2  Campb.  11. 

In  an  action  against  several  defendants  as  partners,  their  acts 
and  declarations  are  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  partnership 
without  producing  the  written  agreement  of  partnership.  Wtddi" 
field  V.  Widdifield,  %  Binney  245. 
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V 

ledgmont  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  attorney,  and  dispensed 
with  further  proof  (3).  The  principle  to  be  extracted  from 
these  cases  seems  to  be,  that  where  a  defendant,  in  the 
course  of  the  transaction,  on  which  the  action  is*  founded, 
has  admitted  the  title;  by  virtue  of  which  the  plaintiff  sues, 
it  amounts  io  prima  facie  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  sue  (4).  ^nd  upon  this  principle  two  of  the  Judges 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  were  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  was,  entitled  to  recover  itk  the  case  of  Smith  v. 
Taylor  (5),  That  was  an  action  for  defamation,  in  which 
the  plaintiff  averred,  that  he  was  a  physician  and  exercised 
the  profession,  and  that  the  words  were  spoken  concerning 
him  as  a  physician.  The  material  facts  of  the  case  were 
shortly  these ;  the  plaintiff,  having  practised  the  profession 
of  a  physician,  was  called  upon  to  aittend  a  sick  pei:son,  for 
whom  he  prescribed ;  the  defendant  was  employed  as  apo- 
thecary, and  made  up  the  prescription  ;  in  this  situation  of 
things,  the  defendant  spoke  the  words  charged  in  the  de« 
claration,  which  did  not  impute  to  the  plaintiff  any  want  of 
qualification  by  degree,  but  called  him  by  his  professional 
title  of  doctor,  and  ascribed  to  him  mal-practice  in  his 
treatment  of  the  patient.  ^'  The  question,''  said  the  Chief 
Justice,  ^^  is,  whether,  in  this  particular  action  upon  these 
particular  words,  the  evidence  offered  was  not  sufficient 
*prima  facie  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  lawfully  practis-  *  173 

ed  as  a  qualified  authorized  doctor  of  physic  ?  And  consid-* 
ering  the  nature  of  the  words  and  the  situation  of  the  de-> 
fendant,  that  the  charge  had  no  relation  to  the  want  of 
qualification  but  merely  to  the  practice,  and  that  it  was 
accompanied  by  the  expression  ^  Pr.  S.,'  I  think  that 
these  circumstances  afforded  sufficient  j^nma/acte  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  was  doctor,'^  If,  indeed,  the  words  imply 
a  charge  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  qualijied  to  act  in  the 
particular  character  which  he  assumed,  he  ought  to  prove 
bis  qualification,  and  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to  show  that 

(3)  Benymaa  t.  Wise,  4  T.  R.        (5}  1  New  Rep.  196.    Mansfiel^ 
366,  C.  J.  and  Heath,  J. ;  Rooke,  J^ 

(4}  By  Heath,  J.  1  New  Rep.  j^8.    apd  Chambre,  J^  contra^ 
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ISh  acted  in  that  capacity  (!)•  And  where  the  words  imply 
merely  ignorance  or  negligence,  without  admitting  the 
plaintiff  to  be  qualified,  and  the  plaintiff  avers  that  he  is 
malifi^d,  he  wiU  be  bound  to  proye  his  q|ualification  (3)^ 


Sect.  VII, 

Thai  Hearsatf  is  not  Evidence^ 

It  i«  a  general  principle  in  the  law  of  evidence,  that,  if 
^y  fapt  is  to  be  substantiated  against  s^  person,  it  ought 
to  be  proved  in  his  presence  by  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
sworn  to  speak  the  truth ;  and  the  reason  of  the  rule  is, 
because  evidence  ought  to  be  given  under  the  sanction  of 
an  oath,  and  that  the  person,  who  is  to  be  affected  by  the 
evidence,  may  have  an  opportunity  of  interrogating  the 
witness  as  to  hi«  means  of  knowledge  and  concerning  aU 
the  particulars  of  the  fact. 

Hearsay  evidence  pf  a  fact,  therefore,  is  not|admissi- 
ble  (a).  And  the  same  principle  is  applicable  to  state- 
ments in  writing,  no  less  than  to  words  spoken :  whether 
spoken  or  written,  they  are  equally  inadmissible  in  evi- 
%  f  "jr^  dence.  The  ^nly  difference  between  them  in  this  respect 
^s,  that  there  is  a  greater  facility  of  proof  in  the  one  case 
than  in  th^  other ;  a  written  account  is  proved  to  be  genu- 
ine, by  proof  of  the  hand-writing;  but  the  genuineness  of 
mere  oral  declarations  must  depend  upon  the  memory  and 
ficcuracy  of  the  witness,  ^hp  professess  to  repeat  them. 

(1)  Pickford  t.  Gutch,  S  T.  R.  tiff  (had  taken  the  degree  of  doctor  qf 

905.,  n.  (a'). ;  Moves  v.  ThomtoD,  phytic)  was  duly  qusSfied. 
8  1'.  R.  303.    Ih  th»  last  case,  there        (^)  See  1  iSew  Rep.  904.  210. 
was  also  aa  avermeat,  that  the  plain- 

(a)  Vide  Overseers  of  GermarUown  v.  Overseen  of  I^ivingston^  2 
Caines'  Rep.  107.  J^kson  d.  Watson  ▼.  Crtt,  1 1  Johns.  Rep.  437, 
Chibome  ?.  ParrM,  2  Wa^.  146,  Gray  v.  GoodrM,  7  Johsu. 
Rep.  95. 
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To  this  general  rule  there  are  some  exceptions,  whidk  Exception!* 
will  be  separately  considered* 

First,  with  regard  to  hearsay  on  questions  of  pedigree.  In  case  of 
"  On  inquiring  into  the  truth  of  facts,  which  happened  a  ^  ^^ 
long  time  ago,  the  courts  have  varied  from  the  strict  rules 
•f  evidence  applicable  to  modem  facts  of  the  same  descrip- 
tion, on  account  of  the  great  difficulty  of  proving  those  re- 
mote facts  in  the  ordinary  manner,  by  living  witnesses* 
On  this  principle,  hearsay  and  reputation  (which  latter  is 
the  hearsay  ef  those  who  may  be  supposed  to  have  known 
the  fact,  handed  down  from  one  to  another,)  have  been  ad- 
mitted as  evidence  in  cases  of  pedigree  (1 )  (a)/'  Thus,  de- 
clarations of  deceased  members  of  die  family  are  admissible 
evidence  to  prove  relationship,  as,  who  was  a  person's 
grandfather,  or  whom  he  married,  or  how  many  children 
he  had,  or  as -to  the  time  of  mamage  or  of  the  birth  of  a 
child,  and  the  like,  ^^  of  which  it  cannot  be  reasonably  pre- 
sumed, that  better  evidence  is  to  be  procured*^'  In  an- 
cient times,  while  the  feudal  system  prevailed,  great  fecili- 
ties  of  establishing  descents  were  afforded  by  means  of 
inquisitions  post  mortem*  The  heads  of  families,  upon 
these  occasions,  made  solemn  declarations,  which  were 
preserved  as  matter  of  record  (3).  But,  these  having  now 
grown  into  disuse,  it  is  often  extremely  difficult  to  prove  a 
pedigree ;  and  recourse  must  be  had,  from  necessity,  to  the 
best  evidence  that  the  nature  of  the  subject  will  admit* 
*In  a  late  case,  proof  by  one  of  the  family,  that  a  particular  *  175 

person  had  many  years  before  gone  abroad,  and  was  sup- 
posed to  have  died  there,  and  that  the  witness  had  not 
heard  in  the  family  of  his  having  married,  was  considered 
by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  good  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  person's  death  without  lawful  issue  (1)* 


lUdi 


1)  Per  Le  Blanc,  J.  in  Higham  v.  (t)  13  Ves.  jon.  143. 

gway,  10  East  ISO.  And  see  tlie  fl)  Doe^  dem.  Banning  v,  Griffn, 

Chanceuor^s  judgment  in  the  case  of  15  East  2^. 
Towles  V.  Young,  13  Ves.  jun.  143. 


(a)  Vide  SiruMand't  Lessee  v.  Pool,  1  DaU.  14. 
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It  is  not,  however,^ every  statement  or  tradition  in  the 
family,  that  can  be  admitted  in  evidence.  ^^  The  tradition,^' 
said  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Whitlocke  v.  Baker  (2), 
^^  must  be  from  persons  having  such  a  connexion  with  the 
party  to  whom  it  relates,  that  it  is  natural  and  likely,  from 
their  domestic  habits  and  connexions,  that  they  are  speak- 
ing  the  truth,  and  that  they  could  not  be  mistaken.  De* 
clarations  in  the  family,  descriptions  in  wills,  descriptions 
upon  monuments,  in  bibles  (a)  and  registry  books  (6),  are 
all  admitted  upon  the  principle,  that  they  are  the  natural 
effusions  of  a  party,  who  must  know  the  truth,  and  who 
speaks  upon  an  occasion,  when  his  mind  stands  in  an  even 
position,  without  any  temptation  to  exceed  or  fall  short  of  the 
truth."  Lord  Thurlow  appears  to  have  adopted  the  rule 
with  the  same  limitations,  it  was  his  opinion,  (as  the  Chan- 
cellor stated  in  the  late  case  of  the  Berkeley  peerage,  where 
this  subject  was  much  discussed,)  that  declarations  made 
for  the  express  purpose  of  being  given  in  evidence,  on  a 
question  of  pedigree,  could  not  be  received.  If,  for  ex- 
ample, he  said,  a  person  were  to  take  up  his  family  bible, 
and,  conceiving  the  idea  of  its  being  afterwards  produced 
in  evidence,  were  to  write  down  wio  fiatu  the  births  and 
deaths  of  his  children,  such  an  entry  would  not  be  adnus*« 
sible  (c). 

(2)  13  Ves.  514. 

(a)  Vide  Dougl(U*$  Lessee  v.  Sanderson^  2  Doll.  116. 

(b)  So,  the  origioal  regiMry  kept  by  a  religious  society  of  the 
births  and  deaths  among  its  members  is  evidence.  Stoever  v. 
Whitman's  Lessee^  6  Blnney  416. 

(c)  In  an  actioD  of  ejectment  for  land  in  the  state  of  New- York, 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  resided  in  England,  and  claimed  to  be 
heirs  of  the  person  who  died  seised  of  the  premises.:  a  witness  de- 
posed at  the  trial,  that  he  knew  the  ancestor,  and  bad  charge  of 
the  land  as  his  agent,  and  corresponded '  with  him,  and  after  his 
death  with  the  lessor,  who  sent  him  a  power  to  act  for  him  as  heir 
and  devisee,  and  that  his  information  was  also  derived  from  per^ 
sons  acquainted  with  the  family  of  the  lessors ;  it  was  held  that 
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Descriptions  in  family  bibles  have  been  mentioned  only 
by  way  of  example.  The  admissibility  of  such  entries,  it 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe,  can  in  no  degree  depend 
*upon  the  circumstance  of  their  being  inserted  in  the  fami-  *  176 

ly  bible,  though  on  that  account  the  statement  may  be  en* 
titled  to  greater  consideration.  A  memorandum  inserted 
in  any  other  book,  by  one  of  the  family,  may  be  given  in 
evidence*  So,  a  will  by  an  ancestor  is  evidence  on  a  ques- 
tion of  pedigree,  (though  it  be  found  cancelled,  and  not 
known  to  have  been  proved  or  acted  upon,)  if  it  appears 
to  be  treated  as  a  paper  relating  to  the  family  (1).  And 
recitals  in  family  deeds,  monumental  inscriptions,  engrav- 
ings on  rings,  old  pedigrees  hung  up  in  a  family  mansion, 
and  the  like,  (in  which  it  is  improbable  that  a  description 
would  be  sutiered  to  continue,  if  erroneous,)  are  ail  of  them 
admissible  upon  the  same  principle  (2).    ' 

Declarations  made  by  a  deceased  husband,  as  to  the  le- 
gitimacy of  his  wife,  are  evidence,  though  he  was  not  re-  '. 
lated  to  her  by  blood  ;  for  the  husband  must  be  supposed 
to  have  more  intimate  knowledge  on  that  subject,  than  a 
distant  relation  (3)«  But  the  opinion  of  deceased  neigh- 
bours, or  of  acquaintances  of  the  family,  are  not  evidence 
on  a  question  of  pedigree  (4) ;  nor  is  the  hearsay  of  a  re- 
lative to  be  admitted,  when  the  relative  himself  can  be  pro- 
duced (5). 

(1)  Doe  d.  JohnsoQ  v.  Lord  Fern-  (4)  13  Ves.  jon.  147.  514.  3  T. 
broke,  11  East  506.  R.  laS.    See  Bull.  N.  P.  295.     1 

(2)  13  Veiioao.  144.     BuD.  N.  P.  Maul.  &  Sel.  689.     14  East  330. 
233.     Cowp.  5<j4.     10  East  120.  (5)  Pendrel  v.  Pendrel,  2  Str.  924. 

(3)  Vowi^s  Y.  YouDg,  13  Ves.  jun.  Bull.  N.  P.  1 13.  Harrison  v.  Blades, 
14tJ.  3  Campb.  457. 

the  knowledge  thus  derived  by  the  witness  of  the  death  of  the  an- 
cestor and  heirship  of  the  lessor^  was  evidence  of  pedigree  suffi* 
cient  to  go  to  the  jur^.  Thompson,  J.  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court  observes,  that  the  books  furnish  us  with  no  deSnite  or 
precise  rule  on  the  subject :  almost  any  circumstances  which  are 
calculated  to  show  a  general  reputation  and  afford  reasonable  grounds 
of  belief,  are  received  as  evidence  of  pedigree.  Jachon  d.  R9$9 
4"  others  v.  Cooleyy  8  Johns,  Rep,  128. 
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The  declarations  of  a  deceased  member  of  the  family  are 
not  to  be  admitted,  unless,  as  was  before  mentioned,  they 
have  been  made  under  circumstances*  when  the  relation 
may  be  supposed  without  an  interest  and  without  a  bias. 
If  they  were  made  on  a  subject  in  dispute,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  a  suit,  or  after  a  controversy  preparatory  to 
one,  they  ought  not  to  be  received  in  evidence,  on  account 
of  the  probability,  that  they  were  partially  drawn  from  the 
deceased,  or  perhaps  intended  by  him,  to  serve  6ne  of  the 
*  177  *contending  parties.     There  has  been  some  difference  of 

opinion  on  this  subject.  In  a  case,  reported  in  Viner's 
Abridgement  (1),  Ch.  B.  Reynolds  refused  to  admit  decla- 
rations, which  had  been  made  at  a  time  when  the  point 
had  become  the  subject  of  controversy.  On  the  other  hand 
such  evidence  was  received  by  Lord  Camden  (3) ;  and 
Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case  of  Goodright  on  the  demise  of 
Stevens  v.  Moss  (3)  was  of  opinion,  that  an  answer*  by  a 
deceased  mother  to  a  bill  filed  against  her,  stating  the  time 
of  a  child's  birth,  might  be  admitted  as  evidence  on  the 
footing  of  a  declaration.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  Mr. 
Baron  Eyre  rejected  this  answer,  together  with  the  general 
declarations  of  the  father  and  mother ;  in  consequence  of 

(1)  Dev.  Sp.  Aae.  173t.  Yin.  Ab.    Berkeley  peerage   case ;   and    see 
£v.  [T.  b.  91.]  Nichols  V.   Parker,  Exr.  Sp.  Ass. 

(2)  Hajrward  ▼.  Firmion,    cor.    1805«  14  East  331.  n. 
Lora  Camden,  Sitt.  after  Tr.  term        (3)  Cowp.  594. 
17M,  cited  bj  Lawrence,  J.  in  the 

*  The  answer  is  described  bj  the  reporter  of  this  case  as  an  'answer  in 
Chanceij.  It  appears  from  an  inquiry,  which  was  made  in  the  case  of  the 
Berkeley  peerage,  that  )>roceeding8  had  been  instituted  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  that  afterwards  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  Exchequer,  by  the 
youngest  son,  claiming  as  a  legitimate  child,  agamst  the  mother  who  war 
administratrix  of  her  deceased  husband.  The  mother  in  her  answer  aver-^ 
red,  that  the  complainant  was  bom  before  marriage  and  illegitimate.  Now 
as  she  was  entitled  as  administratrix  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  hus- 
band's effects,  and  was  therefore  interested  to  defeat  the  right  of  any  other 
persons,  who  might  claim  a  part  under  the  distribution,  her  answer  most 
clearly  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted.  This  objection  however  was  not . 
adverted  to ;  nor  does  it  seem  to  have  occurred,  that  the  statement  in  the 
answer  was  inadmissible,  as  having  been  made  after  the  comnMncement  of 
a.  ioit. 
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which,  an  application  was  made  to  the  Court  of  Kiug^s 
Bench  for  a  new  trial.  Lord  Mansfield,  on  that  occasion, 
considered  the  rejection  cither  of  the  general  declarations 
or  of  the  answer  to  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  a  new  trial ; 
but  be  adverted  more  particularly  to  the  former ;  and  it 
does  not  appear  from  the  report,  that  he  laid  any  great 
stress  on  the  rejection  of  the  answer.  Mr.  Justice  Aston 
concurred  with  Lord  Mansfield  in  opinion,  that  the  gene- 
ral declarations  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  but  delivered 
*no  opinion  on  the  other  ^oint*    JThus,  the  authorities  on  *  178 

this  subject  appear  to  have  been,  at  one  time,  nearly  even^ 
]y  balanced. 

Great  light  has  been  thrown  upon  this  subject  by  the 
opinions  of  many  of  the  Judges  in  the  late  case  of  the 
Berkeley  peerage  (1).  A  question  was  on  that  occasion  '  * 
proposed  to  the  Judges  (2),  in  the  following  terms  :  "  Up- 
on the  trial  of  an  ejectment  respecting  Black  Acre  between 
A  and  B,  (in  which  it  was  necessary  for  A  to  prove  that  he 
was  the  legitimate  son  of  J  S,)  A,  after  proving  by  other 
evidence  that  J  S  was  his  reputed  father,  ofiered  to  give 
in  evidence  a  deposition  made  by  J  S  in  a  cause  in  Chan- 
cery instituted  by  A  against  C  D  in  order  to  perpetuate 
testimony  to  the  alleged  fact,  (disputed  by  C  D,)  that  he 
was  the  legitimate  son  of  J  S,  in  which  character  he  claim- 
ed an  estate  in  remainder  in  White  Acre,  which  was  also 
claimed  in  remainder  by  C  D.  B,  the  defendant  in  the 
ejectment,  did  not  claim  Black  Acre  under  either  A  or  C 
D,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  the  Chancery  suit.  Ac- 
cording to  law,  could  the  deposition  of  J  S  be  received  in 
evidence  upon  the  trial  of  such  ejectment  against  B,  as  evi- 
dence of  declarations  of  J  S,  the  alleged  father,  in  matters 
of  pedigree  ?"  The  Judges  present  afterwards  stated  their 
opinions  at  length,  and,  with  only  one  dissentient  voice, 
agreed  in  consideriiM;  the  deposition  of  J  S  to  be  inadmis-* 
sible,    "  The  ground,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  in  de«i 

(1)  May  13, 1811.  MS.    See  aim        (2)  May  2,  1811     M9< 
the  case  of  the    Banbury  peerage 
claim',  1809, 2  Sel.  N.  P.  684. 

2g 
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livering  his  opinion,  ^'  upon  v^hich  the  declarations  of  de- 
ceased members  of  the  family  are  admitted  in  evidence  in 
matters  of  pedigree,  is  the  necessity  of  the  case*  But  as 
the  first  object -is  to  administer  justice  with  as  much  cer- 
tainty as  possible,  it  is  reasonable  that  only  such  declara- 
.  tions  should  be  received,  as  have  in  their  favour  a  pre- 
sumption of  being  consistent  with  the  truth.  This  pre- 
sumption must  depend  upon  circumstances  ;  and  if  the  re- 
^  ]|79  lator  has  no  ^interest  to  serve,  nor  any  object  to  answer,  as 

may  be  the  case  where  declarations  are  made  subsequent 
to  the  commencement  of  a  suit,  and  if  there  is  no  ground 
for  supposing  that  the  relator^s  mind  has  any  bias,  it  is  not 
unreasonable  to  conclude,  that  he  has  neither  exceeded  nor 
stopped  shprt  of  the  limits  of  truth.  In  such  a  case,  there- 
fore, the  admission  of  these  declarations,  though  without 
the  sanction  of  an  oath  and  without  any  opportunity  of 
cross-examination,  may  be  attended  with  less  inconvenience 
than  would  follow  from  the  total  rejection  of  the  evidence. 
But  mischievous  indeed  would  be  the  admission  of  such 
evidence,  even  with  the  usual  sanction  of  an  oath,  if  the  de- 
clarations were  made  under  that  bias  or  feeling  of  interest, 
which  may  be  expected  to  arise  in  the  course  of  a  contro- 
versy." For  these  reasons  the  deposition  was  not  admis- 
sible as  a  declaration.  Nor  could  it  be  admitted,  as  the 
answer  of  a  witness  in  a  judicial  proceeding.  "  For  a  de- 
position," continued  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence,  "  is  the  an- 
swer of  a  witness  to  such  interrogations,  as  a  litigating 
party  suggests  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  certain  facts, 
and  is  considered  to  be  a  partial  representation,  as  against 
all  persons  who  have  no  opportunity  of  drawing  out  the 
whole  truth  by  cross-examination ;  on  this  account,  it 
ought  not  to  be  received  as  evidence  against  a  stranger.^^ 
So,  where  the  question  was,  whether  the  occupier  of  a 
particular  'farm  was  liable  to  the  repair  of  a  public  road, 
and,  to  prove  the  affirmative,  an  award  was  produced, 
(which  had  been  made  some  years  before,  when  the  same 
question  was  the  subject  of  dispute  between  a  former  oc- 
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cupier  and  the  township,  where  the  lands  were  situated,) 
this  evidence  was  rejected  as  inadmissible  ;  on  the  ground, 
that  the  account,  which  deceased  witnesses  might  have  giv- 
en to  the  arbitrator  on  that  occasion,  could  not  have  been 
received,  as  the  declarations  were  made  post  litem  moiam^ 
and  that  the  opinion  of  the  arbitrator,  formed  upon  such 
testimony,  could  not  be  entitled  to  more  credit  (1).  And 
upon  the  *same  principle,  it  should  seem,  depositions  on  a  *  180 

question  of  custom  would  not  now  be  admitted  in  evidence 
against  a  person  not  claiming  under  any  of  the  parties  to 
the  suit,  in  which  the  depositions  were  taken. 

On  a  question,  whether  a  testator  at  the  time  of  making  Hearsay  a« 
his  will  was  of  full  age,  a  written  memorandum  by  his  de-  ^^^^ 
ceased  father,  stating  the  time  of  his  birth,  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  be  good  evidence  (1). .  Here  the  controversy  was 
not,  as  in  a  question  of  pedigree,  from  what  parents  he  de- 
riyed  his  birth,  but  at  what  precise  time  an  undisputed 
birth  had  happened.  Still  however  the  observation,  before 
made,  applies  to  this  sort  of  evidence,  namely,  that  \hi6 
father  had  peculiar  means  of  knowing  the  fact  in  disputcf 
without  any  interest  to  misrepresent  it,  and  the  fact  itself 
was  not  a  matter  of  notoriety,  but  necessarily  lying  within 
the  knowledge  of  a  few  individuals  of  the  family.  So,  on 
a  question  of  legitimacy,  the  declarations  of  deceased  per- 
sons, supposed  t6  have  been  married,  (who  might  them- 
selves be  examined  if  alive,)  are  admissible  to  disprove  the 
fact  of  marriage  (2). 

The  declarations  of  a  deceased  parent,  though  they  are  A^ioplau 
evidence  of  the  txmt  of  a  child's  birth,  will  not  be  admitted  ^^    '^ 
as  evidence  of  the  place  of  the  birth  (3).     "  The  point  in 
dispute  (said  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  a  case  where  the  ad- 
missibility of  such  evidence  was  discussed,)  turns  on  a 
single  fact,  involving  only  a  question  of  locality,  and  there- 

(1)  R.  T.  Cotton,  3  Campb.  444.  (2)  R.  t.  Bramley,  6  T.  R.  330. 

cor.  Dampier,  J.  May  v.  May,  1702,  Tr.  at  bar.  Bolt. 

(1)  Herbert  v.  Tuckal,  Tr.  at  bar,  N.  P.  112.                                           -             . 

Sir  T.  Raym.  84.  cited  in  Bnine  t.  (3)  R.  v.  Krith,  B  Kast  542. 
Rawlins,  7  East  290;  and  see  10 

Kastl20.  • 
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forc  nol  falling  within  ihe  principle  of  the  rules  applicable 
to  cases  of  pedigree."  Nor  can  the  declarations  of  a  fa- 
ther or  mother  be  received  after  their  deaths  to  prove  the 
want  of  access,  so  as  to  bastardize  a  child  born  during  the 
marriage  ;  for  they  could  not  be  examined  to  that  fact,  if 
*  151  alive  (4)  (o) ;  *and,  even  if  that  objection  were  removed, 

still,  the  case  would  not  come  within  the  principle  on 
which  such  hearsay  evidence  can  be  made  an  exception  to 
the  general  rule  ;  as  want  of  access  (1),  implying  the  con- 
tinued separation  of  the  parties,  must  be  notorious  to  the 
whole  neighbourhood,  where  they  have  resided,  and  is 
therefore  capable  of  a  more  satisfactory  proof.  For  the 
same  reason,  the  declaration  of  a  deceased  person,  as  to 
having  been  relieved  by  a  parish  (2),  or  as  to  being  hired 
for  a  year  (3),  are  not  evidence  of  those  facts,  on  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal. 

The  case,  where  the  declaration  of  a  parent  was  received 
as  evidence  of  the  time  of  a  child's  birth,  has  been  before 
mentioned.  From  analogy  to  this,  the  declaration  or 
written  memorandum  of  a  deceased  surgeon,  respecting 
the  time  of  a  birth  at  which  he  attended,  appears  to  be 
evidence,  as  it  was  made  on  a  matter  peculiarly  within  his 
knowledge  (4).  And,  for  the  same  reason,  the  account, 
which  a  deceased  person  has  given  respecting  his  own 
bodily  state  during  illness,  or  immediately  after  an  injury, 
is  admissible  (5),  In  the  case  of  Aveson  v.  Lord  Kin- 
naird  (6),  which  was  an  action  upon  a  life-insurance  of  the 
plaintiff's  wife,  and  where  the  question  was,  whether  her 
life  was  in  an  insurable  state,  the  account  which  she  gave 

(4)  R.  V.  Reading,  Rep.  temp.  East  53.     R.  v.  Aber/rwilly,  2  Eart 

Hard.  79;  Bull.  N.  P.  113.  S.  C.  63.   . 

Stevens  v.  Moss,  Cowp.  592.     R.         (4)  See  10  East  120.  and  Vm.  Ab. 

V.  Luffe,  8  East  203.     R.  v.  Kea,  Er.  T.  b.  91. 
11  East  133.  (5)  Aveson  v.  Lord  Kinnaird,  6 

\  (1)  Bull.  N.  P.  113.  East  193.  198.  Thompson  and  Wife 

(2)  R.  V.  Chadderton^  2  East  29.  v.  Trevannion,  Skin.  402. 

(3)  R.  V.  Nuneham  Courtney,  1         (6)  6  East  188. 
East  373.     R.  v.  Ferry  Fristone,  2 


..     A 


,    {a)  Vide  Bowles  v.  Bin^iam^ZMun,  442. 
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of  herself,  explaining  her  appearance,  in  answer  to  inqui- 
ries a  few  days  after  the  certificate  of  her  health  had  been 
obtained,  and  her  account  also  of  the  state,  in  which  she 
had  previously  been  at  the  time  of  obtaining  the  certificate, 
were  received  at  the  trial,  and  afterwards  adjudged  by  the 
Court  of  King^s  Bench  to  be  admissible  evidence,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  the  wife  was  not  in  the  *state  of  *  182 

health  described  in  the  certificate.  The  substance  of  the 
conversation  was,  that  she  had  continued  ill  from  the  time 
of  obtaining  the  certificate  down  to  the  time  when  the  con- 
versation took  place ;  and  the  declarations  were  held  to  be 
admissible,  in  the  first  place,  as  showing  the  opinion,  which 
the  deceased  had  of  heir  own  state  of  health,  when  the  ccr- 
tificate  was  made  out ;  and  secondly,  they  were  properly 
received,  as  evidence  to  contradict  a  surgeon,  who  had 
been  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  So,  to  prove  sfeisin 
in  ^  devisor,  the  declarations  of  a  deceased  occupier  of  the 
land  in  question,  that  he  held  as  his  tenant,  were  received 
as  evidence  of  that  fact  (1).  Without  such  evidence  it 
might  have  been  impossible  to  prove  an  occupation  by  the 
deceased  tenant  under  a  particular  person,*  though  the 
simple  fact  of  his  occupation  must  have  been  capable  of 
other  proof;  and,  in  addition  to  the  circumstance  of  his 
having  a  peculiar  knowledge  of  the  fact,  it  may  be  obser- 
ved, that  the  declaration  was  in  some  degree  against  his 
interest,  since,  in  case  of  an  action  by  his  landlord,  it  might 
have  been  produced  as  evidence  against  him,  or  against 
any  claiming  under  him  (2).  For  the  same  reason,  where 
the  point  was,  whether  certain  lands  were  parcel  of  A's  or 
B's  estate,  the  declarations  of  a  deceased  occupier,  who 
held  under  both  A  and  B,  have  been  admitted  in  evi- 
dence (3)  (a). 

■     (1)  HoUoway  v.  Rakrs,  cited  by  Ilardwicke,  C.  J.   Exr.   Sp.   Ass. 

BuUer,  J.  in  Davies  v.  Pierce,  2  T.  1735,  Yin.  Ab.  Ev.  [A.  b.  38.]  pi. 

R.  55.     Uncle  v.  Watson,  4  Taunt.  10.  Sir  J.  Bridgman  v.  Jenninp,  1 

16.  Ld.  Raym.  734.     Davies  v.  Pierce, 

(2)  Uncle  v.  Watson,  4  Taunt.  16.  2  T.  R.  53. 

(3)  Roll  V.   Fellow,  cor.   Lord 


(a)  So,  where  a  party  claimed  common  pur  cause  de  vicinage 
as  appurtenant  to  a  messuage,  the  declaration  of  a  formcTienant  of 
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Aitocttf-  In  questions  upon  a  boundary  between  parishes  (6)  or 

manors  (4)  (c),  or  on  a  customary  right  (5),  or  on  parochi* 
al  or  manorial  customs  (5),  declarations  as  to  the  common 
opinion  of  the  place,  made  by  deceased  persons,  who  from 
1 83  "^their  situation  had  the  means  of  knowledge  and  no  interest 

to  misrepresent,  have  been  generally  considered  admissi- 

(4)  Nichob  T.  Parker,  14  East  Sisson,  12  East  62.  Morewood  v, 
331.  n.  Wood,  14  East  397.  n.    Nichols  v. 

(5)  Denn  v.  Spray,  1  T.  R.  466.  Parker,  ib.  331.  n.  And  see  Weeks 
Beebee  v.  Parker,  5  T.  R.  26.  31.  v.  Sparke,  1  Maul,  k  Sel.  679.  684. 
Chapman  v.  Smith,  3  Gwill.  854.  2  686 ;  Harwood  T.  Sims,  1  Wigfatw. 
Ves.  512.  S.  C.     Doe  d.  Allason  v.  112. 

the  same  messuage  as  to  such  right,  was  held  admissible,  although 
*  the  tenant  was  living.  Walker  t.  Broadstock,  1  Esp.  Rep.  458. 
In  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  premises  demised  by  a  lease 
containing  a  clause  of  re-entry  in  case  the  lessee  underlet,  it  was 
held  that  the  declarations  of  a  person  in  possession,  under  the 
lessee,  were  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  fact  of  underletting.  Doe 
d,  Hindly  r.  Rickarby,  6  Efp.  Rep,  4.  Vide  Andrew^s  Lessee  v. 
Flemings  2  Doll,  93.  Declarations  by  the  tenants  or  occupants 
of  land  are  admissible  no  further  than  as  they  relate  to  the  tenancy ' 
or  possession :  they  are  not  evidence  in  respect  of  the  title,  except 
as  the  declarations  of  a  person  claiming  land  or  through  whom 
land  is  claimed,  against  his  interest,  may  be  evidence  on  the  same 
principle  as  admissions  and  confessions  in  other  cases.  Jackson 
d.  Youngs  V.  Vredenburgh,  1  Johns,  Rep.  159.  Waring  v.  War- 
reny  Id,  340.  Jackson  d.  Gri^Kold  v.  Bard^  4  Johns,  Rep,  230. 
Jackson  d.  Burr  <$•  O^Reilly  v.  Shearman,  6  Johns.  Rep,  19.  Bart- 
let  v.  Delprat  ^  others y  4  Mass.  Rep.  702.  Jackson  d,  McDonald 
V.  M'Call,  10  Johns,  Rep,  377.    JSTichols  v.  Hotchkiss,  2  Day  127, 

(6)  Vide  Rex  v.  Hammersmith,  Peahens  Ev.  App.  69. 

(c)  So,  the  declarations  of  a  person  deceased,  who  surveyed  the 
land  in  question,  as  to  the  boundaries  are  admissible.  Caufman 
V.  Presbyterian  Congregation  of  Cedar  Spring,  6  Binney  59.  But 
the  declarations  of  a  deceased  surveyor  that  he  had  been  author- 
ized by  the  proprietaries  of  the  state  to  survey  land  for  A.  B.  un- 
der whom  the  plaintiff's  lessee  claimed,  are  inadmissible  to  estab- 
lish the  plaintiff's  title,  although  the  surveyor's  official  papers  had 
been  accidentally  destroyed.  Bonnet"* s  Lessee  v,  Devebaugk  4* 
Smith,  3  Bimiey  176, 
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ble  evidence.  So,  perambulations  are  evidence  of  the  ex- 
tent of  a  particular  parish  or  manor ;  since  it  may  be  in- 
ferred,  that  those  who  perambulated,  believed  the  line  of 
their  perambulation  to  be  the  boundary  of  the  district,  and 
such  acts  are  in  some  measure  an  exercise  of  the  right  (1). 
Such  evideAce  has  been  admitted  from  analogy  to  cases 
of  public  rights,  in  which  it  is  clearly  established  that  re- 
putation is  admissible*  A  right  of  common  by  custom  is, 
strictly  speaking,  a  private  right ;  but  it  is  a  general  right, 
and,  therefore,  (so  far  as  it  regards  the  admissibility  of  this 
species  of  evidence),  has  been  considered  as^i/tc,  because 
it  affects  a  large  number  of  occupiers  within  a  district.  But 
it  is  to  be  observed,  the  evidence  is  to  be  confined  to  what 
such  old  persons  have  said,  as  were  in  a  situation  to  know 
what  the  rights  were ;  and  before  a  customai*y  right  can 
be  proved  by  such  evidence,  a  foundation  ought  to  be  laid 
by  showing  an  exercise  of  the  right,  or  acts  of  enjoyment 
within  the  period  of  living  memory ;  it  is  the  exercise  of 
the  right,  that  lets  in  the  evidence  of  reputation  (S). 

These  declarations  of  deceased  persons  as  to  boundaries 
or  customs,  &c.  ought  to  come  from  persons  who  had  no  in- 
terest to  misrepresent ;  if  they  appear  to  have  had  any 
interest  to  make  evidence  for  themselves  or  for  others, 
what  they  said  will  not  be  evidence.  Any  declarations, 
that  they  made  post  litem  motam,  seem  not  to  be  admis- 
sible (3).  But,  unless  there  should  appear  to  be  a  lis  mota 
it  will  not  be  enough,  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  their  dc-^ 
clarations,  to  show  that  they  claimed  themselves  under  the 
same  custom.  This  kind  of  evidence,  therefore,  has  been 
received  on  a  question  of  parochial  modus,  though  *the  "^  184 

deceased  was  a  parishioner,  and  liable  to  pay  tithe(l);  so 
also,  on  a  question  of  parochial  or  manorial  boundary,  al- 
though the  persons,  who  had  been  heard  to  speak  of  the 
boundary,  were  parishioners,  and  claimed  rights  of  com- 

(1)  1  Maul.  &  Sel.  687.  689.  and        (S)  See  suprOj  p.  179, 180. 

see  in/ra,  p.  194.  f  1)  Harwood  v.  Sims,  1  Wigbtw. 

(2)  1  Maul.  &  Sel.  689.  690.    12    lli 
Jeast65.    14  East  330. 
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mon  on  the  very  wastes,  which  their  declarations  had  a 
tendency  to  enlarge  (2). 

Although,  on  a  question  of  boundary  or  custom,  the  ge- 
neral opinion  of  the  place  is  evidence  of  the  general  right, 
yet  the  tradition  of  a  particular  fact^  (as,  that  such  a  turf 
was  dug,  or  such  a  post  put  down  in  a  particular  spot, 
&c.)  said  to  have  been  done  in  the  exercise  of  that  right, 
will  not  be  evidence  (3) ;  for  the  fact,  which  is  the  subject 
of  tradition,  may  have  been  done  under  a  license  from  the 
very  persons  against  whom,  or  against  whose  privies,  &c. 
the  right  is  afterwards  claimed ;  and,  in  general,  single 
facts  are  set  frequently  misrepresented  or  misreported, 
either  from  intention  or  from  ignorance,  and  the  various 
circumstances  which  have  accompanied  a  fact,  and"  which 
may  be  essentially  characteristic,  are  often  so  little  known, 
or,  if  known,  are  so  likely  to  pass  unobserved,  and  to  be 
forgotten  in.the  course  of  time,  that  no  credit  can  safely  be 
given  to  such  a  tradition.  Thus,  on  a  question  of  parochial 
modus,  evidence  that  a  particular  person,  since  deceased, 
paid  a  certain  sum  in  lieu  of  tithes  would  not  be  admissible; 
but  if  the  witness  says,  he  has  heard  from  old  inhabitants, 
that  so  much  per  acre  was  always  paid  in  lieu  of  the 
tithes,  that  will  be  good  evidence ;  for  it  does  not  consist  of 
hearsay  of  a  particular  fact,  but  comes  within  the  general 
rule  of  evidence  of  reputation  (4)... 
Rector's  Entries  made  by  a  deceased  rector  in  his  book,  of  the 

files'  &c.     ^^^^'P^  of  ecclesiastical  dues,  have  been  in  several  cases 
admitted  as  evidence  for  his  successor;  because,  it  is  said, 
*  185  *^^  h^<l  1^0  interest  to  mistate  the  fact,  in  making  an  en- 

try, which  could  not  possibly  be  evidence  for  himself  (1). 
^^  This,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  once  said  (2),  is  going  a  great 
way,  but  has  been  allowed,  because  the  parson  knows^ 
that  his  entry  cannot  benefit  either  himself  or  his  repre- 
sentative, who  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  living ;  and  it  is 

(2)  NichoUs  V,  Parker,  14  East,  (4)  Harwood  v.  Sims,  1  Wightw. 
331 ;  tried  before  Le  Blanc,  J.  1805.  1 12. 

(3)  3  T.  R.  709.     5  T.  R.  123.  (1)  7  East  290. 
14  East  330,  1,    1  Maul,  k  Sel.  G87.  (2)  2  V^s.  43. 
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not  to  be  presumed^  that  the  parson  would  make  false  en- 
tries for  his  successor,  who  stajods  indifferent  to  hJip*.'^ 
The  olfes,  however,  have  gone  still  further ;  apd  similar 
entries,  made  by  impropriate  rectors,  have  been  received 
as  evidence  for  their  successors,  although  objected  to  as 
coming  from  the  owners  of  the  inherit^ce  (3).  So,  in  a 
case  where  a  question  arose  between  an  impropriate  rec* 
lor  SLsd  a  vicar  respecting  agistment  tithe,  the  Court  ol 
Exchequer  held,  that  the  books  of  a  leasee  of  the  rectory, 
stating  the  receipt  of  such  tithe,  were  evidence,  after  the 
deteimination  of  their  lease,  for  the  impropriator  (4) ;  and 
.entries  bjr  the  steward  of  a  former  owner  of  the  estate, 
containing  an  account  of  payments  to  the  vicar  in  lieu  of 
die  tithes  of  particular  lands,  have  been  admitted  as  evi- 
dence for  a  succeeding  owner  against  the  impropriator  (d)* 
In  the  late  case  of  Perigal  v.  Nidiobon  and  others  (6),  oa 
a  bill  for  tithes  filed  by  the  vicar  against  die  defen<faint«i 
who  insisted  upon  a  modus  ior  Ai^  and  agistmerUt  the  court 
«f  ^Exchequer  admitted  as  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  an  *  186 
entry  in  the  parish  register,  slating,  that  various  modules 
were  d«e  from  the  dlifferent  townships  of  the  parish  for 
hay  eofy,  in  which  entry  the  sum  total  of  all  the  moduses 
was  in  the  hand-writing  of  a  preceding  vicar,  but  it  dii) 
not  appear  by  whom  the  other  part  of  the  entry  had  be^n 
made.  The  majority  of  the  court  held,  as  the  report  states, 
that  the  entry  was  admissible,  upon  the  grcnrnd,  that  th^ 
vicar  had  no  Interest  beyond  his  incumbency,  and  there 

(S)  AnoD.  CMe,  Bimb.  46.  Anon.  (4)  Illin^worfh  v.  Leigh,  4  GwiO. 

caae,  cor.  King,  C.J.  Vin.  Ab.  £v.  T.  IStS. 

b.  73.,  and  T.  h,  117.,  art  3.  lUiog-  (S)  Woodnoth  t.  Lord  Cobhav,  t 

worth  T.    Leighf   4   OwiU.  1S18.  GwiU.  653. 

Wooffaoth  T.  Ld.  Cobham,  ft  QwUL  (6)  1  Wigfatw.  68;  WoodB.aii- 

663 ;  Bunb.  ISO.,  S.  C.  wntiitg. 

*  Sncb  efideooe  is  jaid  to  have  baen  refoaed  ipi  Le  Gron  ▼«  lAvemoor, 
3  GwiU.  627 ;  baa  been  mentioned  as  a  singular  exception  bj  Ld.  Kenjon  in 
Outraa  ▼.  Morewood,  5  T.  R.  123 ;  was  disapprored  of  bj  Wood  B.  in 
PtrigalT.  Nicbolsoo,  1  Wig^itw.  Rep.  68., also bj Price  B. m  Woodnoth T. 
Ld.CoUMSi,2GwiB.653.  King,  C.  J.,  ina  case  beforebim,  in  1716, 
said,  this  evidence  had  been  received  per  eunum  Seaceariiy  though  he  eoM 
not  give  a  reason  for  it ;  Vm.  Ab.  £v.  (T.  b.  73.) 

2  n 
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did  not  appear  to  bie  any  dispute  at  the  time,  or  previous- 
ly, respecting  these  tithes ;  and  this  entry,  by  admitting  a 
modus  in  one  article,  was  in  abridgment  of  the  rights  of 
the  vicar,  and  it  was  the  application  only  which  now  ac- 
cidentally became  favourable  to  his  successor.  •     - 

The  cases  in  which  rector's  books  have  been  received 
as  evidence,  in  favour  of  a  succeeding  rector,  against  a 
stranger,  appear  to  be  very  distinguishable  from  the  cases 
before  cited^  in  which  the  declarations  or  written  entries 
were  n^ade  by  deceased  parsons,  peculiarly  if  not  exclu- 
sively acquainted  with  the  fact.  The  utmost  to  be  said  of 
these  is,  that  the  declarations  generally  related  to  old  facts, 
and  were  made  by  persons  who  could  not  have  used  them 
in  their  own  favour ;  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  a  great 
variety  of  cases,  in  which  the  declarations  of  deceased  per« 
8(His  have  been  uniformly  rejected.  The  objection  against 
hearsay,  (under  which  title  such  entries  must  be  classed, 
for  with  respect  to  their  adnUssibilUy  it  is  not  material^ 
whether  the  declarations  were  written  or  merely  spoken), 
is,  not  that  the  person,  who  asserted  the  fact,  might  have 
been  interested  to  misrepresent  it,  but  that  the  assertion 
was  made  not  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  that  the 
party,  against  whom  the  evidence  is  oilered,  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  questioning  the  person  as  to  the  supposed  fact. 
Here  the  declarations  were  not  against  the  interest  of  the 
person  who  made  them,  and  were  produced  against  a 
*  187  stranger;  and  further,  the  rights  sought  to  be  ^established 

by  such  declarations  were  in  their  nature  capable  of  va- 
rious other  kinds  of  proof. 

Old  leases  and  old  rent-rolls  have  been  received  in  evi- 
dence, in  favour  of  a  party  claiming  under  the  lessors  (l). 
And,  on  a  question,  whether  certain  lands,  which  had  been 
approved  from  a  waste,  were  subject  to  a  right  of  com- 
mon, several  colinterparts  of  old  leases  kept  among  the 
muniments  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  by  which  the  land 
appeared  to  have  been  demised  by  the  lord  free  from  any 

(1)  Newbui:ghv.Newbureh,  Via.     Pari.  Cases,  553.,  last  edit.     Per 
Ab.  **  Evidence,*'  T.  b.  43. 3  Brown    Heath,  J.  in  1  Campb.  309. 
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such  charge,  were  allowed  to  be  evidence  for  the  plaiatiff, 
who  claimed  under  the  lord  of  the  manor,  against  the  de-* 
fendant  in  trespass,  who  justified  for  common  of  pasture, 
though  possession  under  the  leases  was  not  shown  \  the 
leases  being  so  old,  that  no  person  could  speak  tp 
possession  under  them  (2).  So,  where  the  question  was, 
whether  the  plaintifis  were  entitled  to  a  presa*iptive  right 
of  exclusive  fishery  in  a  navigable  river,  which  they  claim- 
ed under  the  lords  of  the  manor,  they  were  allowed  to 
give  in  evidence  old  entries  of  licenses  on  the  court  rolls 
of  the  manor,  stating  that  the  lords  of  the  manor  had  the 
several  fishery,  and  had  granted  the  liberty  of  fishing  for 
certain  rents ;  nor  was  it  thought  necessary  to  prove  pay- 
ment under  these  licenses,  as  they  were  of  such  an  ancient 
date,  that  evidence  of  payment  Could  not  reasonably  be 
expected  (3).  The  old  licenses  were,  therefore,  admitted ; 
but  it  was  added,'  that  they  would  not  be  entitled  to  any 
weight,  unless  payment  under  similar  licenses  could  be 
proved  in  later  times,  or  that  the  lords  of  the  manor  had 
exercised  other  acts  of  ownership,  which  had.  been  acqui« 
esced  in. 

A  survey  of  a  ipanor  or  estate,  made  by  the  owner,  is 
not  evidence  .i^gainst  a  stranger,  in  favpur  of  a  succeeding 
pwner,  that  particular  lands  are  parcel  of  the  estate  (4). 
*But  a  survey,  which  was  delivered  by  the  owner  to  a  *  198 

purchaser  of  part  of  his  estate,  would  be  evidence  against 
such  former  owner  and  against  a  purchaser  of  the  other 
part ;  as  in  the  case  of  Bridgman  v«  Jennings  ()),  where 
Lord  Holt  ruled,  that  if  A.  be  seized  of  the  manors  of  B, 
and  C.,  and  during  his  seisin  of  both  he  causes  a  survey  to 
be  taken  of  the  manor  of  B.,  and  afterwards  the  manor  of 
B.  is  conveyed  to  ]£.,  and  afterwards  there  are  disputes 
between  the  lords  of  the  manors  of  B,  and  C.  about 
their  boundaries,  that  this  old  survey  may  be  given  in 

(2)  Clarksonv.  Woodboiifle,  $T»  (4)  Anon.  1  Str.  95. 
R.412(a).  (1;  1  Ld.  Raym.  734.    Gilb.ET« 

(3)  Rogws  and  others  y.  AUod,  70.  And  see  Daviei  y.  Pieice,  2T^ 
I  Campb.  909.,  before  Heatb,  J.  R.  53.,  cited  stiproj  p.  183. 
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evidence :  but  it  would  be  otherwise,  said  Liord  Holt,  if 
the  two  manors  had  not  been  in  the  hands  of  the  same 
person  at  the  time  when  the  survey  was  taken.  A  survey, 
then,  which  has  been  made  by  a  formet  owner  of  the  es- 
tate, is  not  evidence  of  the  locality  or  identity  of  land 
Against  any  person,  who  was  a  mere  stranger  to  the 
survey  (a). 

So,  in  the  case  of  Outram  v.  Morewood  (2),  (where  one 
of  the  points  to  be  established  was,  whether  certain  lands, 
described  in  anoient  title  deeds,  were  the  same,  for  which 
certain  rents  had  been  at  several  times  paid),  the  court  of 
Ring's  Bench  determined,  that  entries,  made  by  a  deceas- 
*ed  person,  under  whom  the  defendant  claimed,  acknow* 
ledging  the  receipt  of  rent  for  the  premises  in  question, 
were  not  admissible  evidence  fdt  the  defendant.  Lord 
Kenyon  oh  that  occasion  said,  ^  This  is  distinguishable 
from  all  the  cases  cited.  In  those,  something  was  pro- 
duced in  respect  of  the  interest  of  the  party ;  and  what  the 
party  did  or  said  may  be  evidence  against  himself.  But 
here,  the  entry  was  a  mere  private  memorandum,  to  re-' 
mind  the  persop  that  he  had  received  the  rent,  and  cannot 
be  admitted  to  decide  the  right  between  these  parties.  Evi-< 
dence  of  this  kind  can  only  be  admitted  to  restrain,  not  to 
lidvance,  the  interests  of  the  party  who  makes  it.  What  a 
man  does  in  his  closet  ought  not  to  affect  the  rights  of  third 
*  189.  persons.  There  is  ^only  one  instance  in  which  this  is  al- 
lowed, namely,  the  books  of  an  incumbent  respecting  his 
tithes.  But  that  has  been  always  considered  an  excepted 
case.''  "  The  general  rule,  said  Lord  Hardwicke  (1),  in 
the  case  of  Glyn  v.  The  Bapk  of  EJngland  is,  that  a  man 
cannot  make  evidence  for  himself.  What  he  writes  or 
says  for  himself  cannot  be  evidence  of  his  right,  and  con- 
sequently cannot  be  for  his  representative  claiming  in  his 

(S)  6  T.  R.  123.     And  see  Lord        (1)  2  Ves.  43. 
^   Pomfret  v.  Smitfa,  7  Brown  P.  C.6 
T.  K.  413.  a. 
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(ii)  Vide  Lee  v.  Tap$cqt,  ?  Wash,  ?76. 
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right  and  place.  I  will  act  say,  (added  Lord  Hardwicke)) 
how  lengdi  of  tnae  may  vaiy  it ;  but  otherwise,  it  cannot 
be,  any  more  than  for  himself.'' 

In  questions  concerairtg  public  rights,  common  reputa-  Hearsay  as 
tion  is  admitted  to  be  evidence ;  for  such  ri^s,  being  ri^. 
matters  of  public  noitoriety  and  of  great  local  importaiice, 
become  a  oohtinual  subject  of  discussion  in  t&ose  parts  ^ef 
the  countty,  Where  aU  have  the  same  means  of  information 
and  Ae  same  interest  to  ascertain  the  claim  (2).  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  queiation  should  be  raised,  whediet  a  t:orpo« 
ration  has  a  prescriptive  right  to  collect  t<rfls  on  a  public 
navigation,  it  would  be  good  evidence  to  show,  that  de- 
ceased persons  have  been  heard  to  acknowledge  the  right, 
and  to  declare  that  they  had  been  'SO  informed  by  their 
predecessors*  The  same  reason  applies,  in  a  less  degree, 
to  questions  respecting  general  customs,  which  concern 
parishes,  or  manors,  or  the  inhabitamts  of  towns  and  other 
places  ^3).  In  such  cases,'  general  reputation  is  some  evi- 
dence (Mf  a  fight  beyond  the  memory  of  living  witnesses, 
and  thus  ten<ft9  to  support  the  modem  usage  (a). 

With  respect  to  the  admissibitity  of  common  repiitaftion,  Heanay  at 
as  evidence  of  prescriptive  rights  strictly  prvpau^  there  ^^S^^ 
has  been  considerable  doubt.    In  one  of  the  latest  cases 
on  this  subject  {4),  where,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the 
^question  was,  whether  such  evidence  ought  to  have  l>een         *  190 
received,  as  evidence  of  a  prescriptive  right  of  digging 
stones  on  a  waste,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  equally 
divided.    A  book  of  authority  lays  it  down  broadly,  that 
^<  in  questions  of  jprescription  it  is  allowable  to  give  hearsay 

ff)  Morewood  t.  Wood,  14  East  (4)  Morewood  ▼.  Wood,  14  fiast 

9|9.   See  Weeks  y.  Spaike,  1  Iff  aid.  997.  Ld.  KeDyaD,C.  J.  and  Ashvrst, 

ft  Sel.  i)79. 6S5.  1.  afainst  the  evidenoe ;  Bidler  9, 

(30  14  East  937.    Bee  tupra^  p.  and  Grose,  J.  for  it« 
1S3. 


mmtmwifm   m  mmf 


(a)  Where  no  act  of  incorporation  could  be  proved,  of  a  parisb 
which  had  existed  mora  than  forty  jeais,  the  court  admitted  proof 
of  its  incorporation,  by  reptitatioi|.  DilHngkam  v.  Sn$^  et  a/.  '5 
Mm,  Rep.  547. 
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evidence,  in  order  to  prove  general  reputation  :  and  that, 
therefore,  where  the  issue  was  on  a  right  of  way  over,  the 
plaintiff's  close,  the  defendants  were  admitted  to  give  evi- 
dence of  a  conversation  between  persons  not  interested, 
then  dead,  wherein  the  right  to  the  way  was  acknow- 
ledged (1)."  But,  on  the  other  side,  there  are  many  great 
authorities  ligainst  receiving  this  kind  of  evidence  (2). 
And  there  appears  to  be  good  reason  for  the  distinction. 
For,  where  individuals  claim  merely  a  privatt  right, 
^  other  people  have  not  the  same  means  of  knowing  it,  nor, 

if  they  had,  would  they  have  the  same  interest  to  examine 
it.  How,  for  instance,  can  the  common  belief  among  the 
inhabitants  of  a  parish  supply  any  kind  of  information,  on 
a  question  of  right  of  way  claimed  by-  an  individual  over 
a  particular  field  (3)  ?  In  such  cases,  common  reputation 
appears  to  give  no  satisfactory  information,  and  to  be  in- 
applicable to  the  point  in  issue.  In  the  case  of  Weeks  v. 
Sparke  (4),  the  last  reported  case  on  this  subject,  which 
was  an  action  for  a  trespass  on  the  plaintiff's  c\obb^  pared 
»f  a  common^  &c.  the  defendant  justified  for  a  prescriptive 
right  of  common  at  all  times  over  the  place,  &c. ;  and  the 
plaintiff  in  his  replication  prescribed  to  use  the  place  for 
tillage,  &c.  qualifying  the  defendant's  general  right;  to 
support  this  prescriptive  right  of  tillage,  the  plaintiff  df^ 
fered  evidence  of  reputation,  which  was  received  at  the 
*  191  *trial;  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  were  of  opinion, 

that  it  had  been  properly  admitted,  on  the  ground  diat  the 
bright  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  although  claiipedby  prcr 
Kription,  yet  was  an  abridgment  of  th^  general  right  of 

(1)  Bull.  N,  p.  295,  And  see  the  14  East  389.  Loid  EeDyon  ia  With- 
OpuuoDS  of  Bailer,  J.  and  Grose,  J.  nell  v.  Gartham,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
Sn  Morewood  v.  Wood,  14  East  330.  324.  See  also  Clotbier  ▼.  Cha|Niia% 
B. ;  3  T.  R.  709.  See  also  Webb  14  East  331.  n.  before  Graham  B. ; 
y.  Petts,  Noy  44.,  where  the  court  Didsbury  y.  Thomas,  14  East  323 ; 
agreed  that  proof  by  hearsay,  of  a  Barnes  y.  Mawson,  1  Maul.  &  Sd. 
modus  for  a  particular  fturm,  was  ad-  81 . 

nissible.  (3)  See  1  Maul,  k  Sel.  691. 

(2)  Lord Kenyon  10 Reedy. Jack-  (4)  1  Maul.  &  Sel.  679.  See 
son,  1  East  357.  Lord  Kenyon  aad  City  of  Locid9a  y.  Gierke,  Carth. 
Aflhurst,  J.  ia  Morewood  y.  ^ood,  181. 
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common  over  the  waste,  and  affected  a  large  number  of 
occupiers  within  the  district. 

It  has  been  s^id,  indeed,  that  in  the  case  of  the  Bp.  of 
Meath  v.  Lord  Belfield(])  in  a  quare  impedit,  after  the 
plaintiff  had  given  in  evidence  an  entry,  in  the  register  of 
the  diocese,  of  the  institution  of  one  K,  (in  which  entry 
there  was  a  blank,  where  the  patron's  name  is  usually  in- 
serted,) parol  evidence  of  the  general  reputation,  of  the 
country  was  offered,  that  K  was  in  by  the  presentation  of 
one,  under  whom  Lord  Beifield  claimed ;  anc)  that,  upon 
a  bill  of  exceptions,  this  evidence  was  adjudged  to  be  ad- 
missible, on  the  ground  that  a  presentation  may  be  by 
parol,  and  what  commences  by  parol  may  be  transmitted 
to  posterity  by  parol,  and  that  this  creates  a  general  repu- 
tation. But  Lord  Kenyon  adverting  to  this  case  in  the 
case  of- the  King  v.  Eriswell  (2),  said,  he  admitted  that  a 
presentation  might  be  by  parol,  apd  might  be  proved  by 
parol,  that  is,  by  a  witness  who  was  present  and  heard  it ; 
but  he  denied,  that  in  such  a  case  common  reputation 
could  be  given  in  evidence.  If  it  can,  he  added,  why 
might  not  such  evidence  decide  titles  to  estates,  at  least 
before  the  statute  of  frauds,  when  no  written  instrument 
was  required  to  make  a  good  feoffment  of  the  greatest 
landed  property  in  the  kingdom. 

The  declarations  of  deceased  persons  have  also  been  Declaratioos 
admitted,  in  cases  where  they  appear  to  be  made- against  ^^'*^~ 
their  interest ;  as,  entries  in  their  books,  charging  them- 
selves with  the  receipt  of  money  on  the  account  of  a 
7^ third  person  (1),  or  acknowledging  the  payment  of  money  *  130 

due  to  themselves  (S).  In  either  case,  the  entry  is  to  their 
own  immediate  prejudice,  and  strong  evidence  of  the  fact, 
in  consideration  of  which  the  money  is  said  to  have  been 

(1)  Bull.  N.  P.*  295.,  and  citfed  bj  (2)  Warren  v.  Greenvifle,  2  Str. 

Buter,  J.  in  K*  t.  EraweU,  3  T.  R.  1 129.,  commented  on  by  Lord  Man«- 

719.  field  in  Brjdges  v.  Dnchesa  of  Cban- 

(2^  3  T.  R.  723.  dos,  2  Burr.  1072.,  and  by  Ld.  £1- 

(])  Bany  V.  Bebbington,  4  T.  R.  lenborough  in  Higfaam  y.  Ridgwaj, 

515.    Harpur  T.  Brooke,  3  Woode-  10  East  118.    Doe  dem.  Reece  and 

0on,  Lect.  332.    Stead  y.  Heaton,  4  others  y.  Robson  and  another,  15 

T.R.669.  East  33. 


received  or  paid*  Thusi  where  the  point  in  issue  w«e, 
whether  a  certain  waste  was  the  soil  of  the  defendant, 
entries  by  a  steward,  since  deceased,  of  money  received  by 
htm  from  different  persons  in  satisfaction  of  trespasses  com- 
Diiited  on  the  waste,  are  evidence  to  show  that  the  right  to 
the  soil  was  in  his  master,  under  whom  the  plaintiff 
claimed  (3)*  So  ratals  in  which  a  deceased  bailiff  or 
receiver  charges  himself  with  specified  sums,  are  evidence 
to  show  for  what  particular  tenure,  or  in  wh^  right  the 
jBKNiey  was  received  (4).  So,  a  biU  of  Jading,  9igned  by 
die  deceased  master  of  a  vessel,  for  goods  to  be  delivered 
to  a  consignee,  is  evidence  of  property  in  the  consignee^ 
nee  only  against  the  master,  but  also,  as  it  seems,  in  an 
aclioo  of  trover  for  the  goods  against  a  thiiyl  person  (5). 
So,  a  written  memorandum  by  a  deceased  man-midwifei 
stating  that  he  had  delivered  a  woman  of  a  chiU  oa  a  cer^ 
tain  day^  and  referring  to  his  ledger,  in  which  a  charge 
for  his  attendance  was  marked  as  paid,  was  thought  by 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  to  have  been  prc^rly  received 
in  evidence,  upon  an  issue  as  to  the  child's  age  (6)«  This 
entry  was  made  by  a  person,  wbo«  so  &r  from  baviog  an 
inierest  to  make  them^  had  an  interest  the  other  way* 
For,  it  appeared  disiincdy,  from  other  evidence,  that  the 
work  charged  was  actually  done ;  and  the  discharge  in  the 
book  repels  the  claim,  which  he  would  otherwise  have 
had  (a). 

(3)  Bany  t.  Bebbington,  4 1.  ft.  (6)  Haddow  v.  Parry,  3  Ta«nt 
S15.  905. 

(4)  Haipur  ▼.  Brooke,  3  Woode-  (6)  Higbam  w.  Ridrway,  10 
son^t  Lect.  332.    Vin.  Ab.  ««£Ti.  109,110. 
deuce,**  (A.  b.  15.)  13. 
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(«)  In  an  action  for  money  paid,  by  the  surety  in  a  bond  given 
to  the  United  States  for  duties^  against  his  priocipal,  it  was  held 
that  the  possession  of  the  bond  and  the  collector's  receipt,  were 
evidence  of  payment  by  the  surety,  as  the  collector  would  be  lia- 
ble, on  the  receipt,  for  the  amount,  to  the  United  States*  Shiiry 
V,  Chamfdui^  4  J<ihns.  Rep.  46J.  A  receipt  given  by  a  counsel, 
trho  was  deceased,  for  bonds  which  he  had  received  to  sue  upon 
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*Upon  the  same  prbciple,  in  a  late  case,  in  an  actidii  of' 
ejectment  by  the  first  tenant  in  tiail  under  a  settlement  {hf 
which  an  estate  was  limited  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B^ 
for  life,  remainder  to  C*  his  eldest  son  for  life,  remainder 
to  C/s  eldest  son  in  tail,  &c.,  with  a  pow<?r  to  the  tenants 
for  life  to  grant  leases  on  condition  of  reserving  the  ancient 
rent)  against  the  defendant  who  claimed  as  lessee  of  C«,  td 
recover  a  part  of  the  estate,  which,  as  the  lessor  of  thc( 
plaintiff  complained,  had  been  derailed  for  less  than  thcf 
ancient  rent,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  a  letter^ 
addressed  to  B.,  by  one  intimately  acquainted  with  the  pro-' 
perty,  purporting  to  be  a  particular  account  of  the  ancient 
rents  at  that  time,  and  recognized  as  such  by  B«,  and  pre<« 
served  by  the  successive  owners  of  the  estate,  ought  to 
have  been  received  at  the  trial,  as  evidence  of  the  ancient 
reserved  rent  against  C,  (a  succeeding  tenant  for  life,  sub*' 
ject  to  the  restrictions  of  the  same  power,)  and  also  against 
the  defendant  claiming  under  C4  This  old  paper,  so  ac-> 
credited  and  adopted,  was  considered  to  be  equivalent  td 
a  declaration  by  B.  himself.  Loitl  Ellenborougfa,  in  de-« 
livering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said,  ^^  The  contents  of 
the  paper  were  adverse  to  the  title  of  the  persofi  who  had 
possession  of  it,  by  diminishing  the  interest  in  the  fine  oii 
renewal,  in^the  same  proportion  as  it  raised  the  rent  to  be 
reserved.  Then  at  such  a  distance  of  time,  with  the 
means  of  knowledge  which  he  had  of  the  fact,  and  his  in« 
terest  in  declaring  it  the  other  way,  we  think  that  his  de« 
claration  is  evidence  of  the  fact  to  go  to  the  jury  (1)." 

(1)  Roe  d.  BruD6  v.  Rawlios,  7  Doe  d.  Recce  v«  Robton,  15  ISa^ 

East  279.  290.     See  also  the  follow-  33 ;  Pri«e  v.  Littlewood,  3  Cainpb« 

Sng  cases,  in  which  declaratioos  of  288.     Searle  y.  Ld.  BarriDgton,  n«- 

decea^bd  persons,  against  their  inter-  proj  p.  115,    And  as  to  declarationt 

est,    were    received    in    evidence ;  b j  persons  jointijf  irUeretted  see  nfi* 

Baggallej  ▼.  Jones,  1  Campb.  367 ;  pra^  p.  72« 
Hlorevrood  y.  Wood,  14  East  328 ; 
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was  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  time  when  they  were  received* 
Alston  V.  Taylor^  1  Hayw.  395.  The  acknowledgment  of  a  de> 
teased  person  who  was  competent  to  charge  himself  by  an  ordn 
tiary  receipt  or  acquittante»  was  admitted  as  evidence  that  be  bad 
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So,  where  the  question'  was,  whether   some  horses, 
which  had  been  taken  by  the  defendant  under  a  heriot 
custom,  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  one  A*  B*,  a  deceas- 
ed tenant  of  the  defendant,  declarations  by  A*  B«  were 
*  194  offered  *in  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the 

horses  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  before  A.  B«'s  death,  in 
which  declarations  A.  B.  stated  that  he  had  given  up  his 
farm  and  all  his  stock  to  the  plaintiff.  This  evidence  was 
rejected  at  the  trial ;  but  the  Court  of  Ck>mmon  Pleas,  on 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  held  that  the  declarations  ought 
to  have  been  admitted,  since  they  were  against  the  interest 
of  the  person  who  made  them,  and  might  have  been  given 
in  evidence  against  him  in  his  life»time,  if  the  plaintiff  had 
brought  an  action  for  the  horses  (1)  (a)« 

Upon  the  same  principle,  a  paper  signed  by  many  de- 
ceased  copyholders  of  a  manor,  importing  what  was  the 
general  right  of  common  in  each  copyholder,  and  agreeing 
to  restrict  it,  is  evidence  of  reputation  even  against  other 
copyholders  not  claiming  under  those  who  signed  it  (2)« 
So,  a  declaration  by  the  owner  or  occupier  of  adjoining 
land,  that  his  neighbour's  land  extends  to  such  a  spot,  ac- 
companying an  act  of  forbearance  to  go  beyond  the  spot  ' 
for  that  reason,  (or  without  such  act,  if  he  speaks  against 
his  interest,)  is  evidence  that  the  land  extends  so  far  (3). 
So^  the  declaration  of  a  deceased  occupier  of  land,  that  he 
rented  it  under  a  certain  person,  is  evidence  of  that  per* 
son's  seisin  (4).    Such  admissions  or  declarations  against 

(1)  Ivat  T.  Fioch,  1  Taunt.  Rep.  (3)  Sir  T.  Stanlejr  t.  White,  14 
141.  £a«t  332.  339.  341. 

(S)  Chapman  ▼.  Cowlan,  13  East  (4)  Uncle  ▼.  Watson,  4  Taunt. 
10.  16.  see  iufroy  p.  182.    Doe  dem. 

Baggallejr  v.  Jones,  1  Campb.  367. 


received  money  from  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant's  use.     HoUo- 
day  V.  LiUlepage^  2  Mun.  316. 

(a)  Subsequent  declarations  by  a  party  to  a  sale  or  transfer  of 
property,  which  go  to  take  away  a  vested  right,  are  not  admissible 
evidence.  Phamix  ▼.  Day  ^  others^  6  Johns.  Rep,  412.  Vide  ^ 
Harry.  134.  330. 
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interest  appear  to  be  evidence  upon  the  same  principle,  as 
the  acts  of  a  party  against  his  interest ;  they  differ  in  de* 
gree  and  in  their  effect,  rather  than  in  their  nature.  An  act 
of  forbearance  on  one  side  is  an  admission  of  right  on  the 
other ;  and  proof  of  the  exercise  of  a  right,  which  has  been 
acqojesced  in,  is  still  stronger  evidence  that  the  right  ex- 
ists«  It  is  the  constant  practice  to  receive  such  evidence 
on  questions  concerning  tolls,  rights  of  way,  freehold  in 
wastes,  and  other  cases  of  the  same  kind  (5). 

*The  memorandum  or  entry,  before  it  can  be  received  *  nt 
in  evidence,  must  be  proved  to  be  authentic ;  as,  by  siiow* 
bag  it  to  be  the  hand-writing  of  the  deceased  person,  who 
knew  the  fact  there  stated,  or  that  it  was  signed  by  him  (1) : 
<»*,  (if  Signed  by  another,)  that  it  was  made  by  his  order, 
or  afterwards  .acknowledged  by  him*  And  as  to  the  ques- 
tion, whether  a  book  produced  was  a  receiver's  book,  that 
may  be  determined  by  internal  evidence,  on  an  inspection 
by  the  Court  (2). 

In  all  the  cases  which  have  been  mentioned  on  this 
subject,  the  person,  who  had  made  the  entry  or  declaration 
in  question,  was  deceased  at  the  time  of  the  trial :  if  the 
rule  were  not  confined  to  such  cases,  there  would  be  great 
danger  of  collusion.  It  has,  therefore,  been  held,  that 
such  evidence  is  not  admissible  where  the  person  is  inca- 
pable of  attending  from  illness  (3). 

Entries  in  the  books  of  a  tradesman  by  his  deceased  TradumanU 
shopman,  who  therein  supplies  proof  of  a  charge  against  ^^^'^^ 
himself,  have  been  admitted  on  the  same  principle  to  be 
evidence  of  the  delivery  of  goods,  or  ot  other  matter  there 
stated  within  his  own  knowledge  (a).     Thus,  in  an  action 

(6)  1  8tr.  d50.  14  Eait  3«t  1  (2)  Doe  d.  Webber  v.  Lord  G. 
Caapb.  310.  Thvooe,  10  East  306.  4  T.  R.  616. 


Waller, 


4  T.  R.  515,  616.    Jones  ▼.        (3)  Harrison  v.  Blades,  3  Campb^ 
3Gwi]1.847.  Tatev.Lei^,    467. 


3  GwiU.  861. 


(a)  Vide  Leitis  v.  A*ofion,  1  Wa9h.  76.  It  is  only  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  clerk  that  the  entries  can  be  admitted  on  proviag  his 
hand- writing ;  although,  if  living,  be  may  be  out  of  the  junsdictioB 
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of  assumpsit,  the  usual  course  of  the  plaintiff's  dealings 
appeared  to  be.  that  the  draymen  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
a  brewer,  should  come  every  night  to  the  clerk  of  the  brew- 
house,  and  give  him^an  account  of  the  beer  delivered  out 
by  them,  which  he  set  down  in  a  book  kept  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  the  draymen  signed  it ;  the  drayman,  who  sign- 
ed the  particular  entry  offered  in  evidence,  had  since  died, 
but  his  hand- writing  was  proved ;  and  this  entry  was  held 
to  be  good  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  the  beefr,  for  which 
the  action  was  brought  (4).  This  declaration  of  the 
^  196  'tradesman's  servant,  of  having  delivered  the  goods,  is  also 

an  adihission,  that  he  received  them  for  that  purpose,  and 
would  have  been  evidence  against  him,  in  an  action  for  not 
delivering  them  according  to  his  instructions.  But  it  is 
clearly  distinguishable  from  entries  in  the  book  of  a  re- 
ceiver, who  by  making  a  gratuitous  charge  against  himself, 
knowingly  against  his  own  interest,  and  without  any  equi- 
valent, repels  every  supposition  of  fraud.  A  disposition  to 
commit  fraud  would  have  tempted  him  to  suppress  altoge- 
gether  the  fact  of  his  having  received  any  thing,  or  to  misre- 
present the  amount  of  the  sum,  but  not  to  mis-state  the 
ground  or  consideration  for  which  it  was  received ;  that  is, 

(4)  Price  ▼.  Ld.  Torrington,   1  terbuiy,  2  Egp.  N,  P.  C.  645 ;  Phil- 

Salk.  285;  2  Ld.  Ray.  873.,  S.  C.  ipson  v.   Chase,    2  Campb.   110; 

And  fee  Pitman  v.  Madox,  2  Salk.  Hagedom  v.  Reid,  3  Campb.  379. 
^ ;  Calrert  v.  Archbishop  of  Can- 


pf  the  court.  Cooper  v,  Marsdeuy  1  Esp.  Rep.  1.  Kennedy  y, 
Fairmany  1  Hawy.  458.  Ftnn4>  v.  Rogers  4*  M^Bride,  1  Bay 
480.     In  an  action  fpr  a  watch  delivered  to  a  ivatcbmaker  to  be 

w 

cleaned,  the  servant  having  sworn  that  he  saw  his  master  deliver  it 
to  a  third  person  by  the  owner's  orders,  and  such  third  person  hav- 
ing sworn  that  he  never  received  it,  Lord  Kenyon  permitted  the 
master's  daybook  containing  an  entry  made  by  himself  at  the  time, 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  to  be  read  in  confirmation  of  the 
servant's  testimony.  Digby  ▼.  Stedman,  1  Esp.  Rep.  329.  In 
Brown  v.  JBrosm,  2  Wash.  161.  an  entry  made  by  an  adminis- 
trator since  dead,  was,  with  other  circumstances,  permitted  to  be 
^iven  10  evidence. 
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not  to  mi8*state  the  only  fact  sought  to  be  established  by 
the  proposed  evidence.  On  the  other  hand,  the  declara- 
tion of  the  tradesman's  servant  is  offered  in  evidence  to 
prove  the  fact  of  delivery,  and  as  be  gives  the  account  not 
against  his  own.  interest,  (which  is  some  security  for  the 
truth  of  the  statement  in  the  other  case,)  the  probability 
oif  his  account  being  true  or  false  is  neither  greater  nor  less 
than  the  probability  of  his  being  honest  or  dishonest,  which 
is  nothing  more  than  may  be  said  in  every  case  of  hearsay. 
The  circumstance  of  his  thereby  acknowledgiog  the  re- 
ceipt of  goods,  which,  it  may  be  said,  would  be  evidence  in 
an  action  against  him,  seems  to  amount  to  litde  or  nothing- 
It  was  the  least  he  could  say :  to  have  said  nothing  at  all, 
would,  -as  he  must  have  known,  necessarily  lead  to  some 
inquiry.  These  considerations  may  serve  to  show  how 
cautiously  such  declarations  by  shopmen  are  to  be  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  to  charge  third  persons  with  the  re- 
ceipt of  goods  ;  more  particularly,  as  the  tradesman  may 
easily  be  furnished  with  evidence  of  delivei^,  by  taking  a 
memorandum  from  the  purchaser,  or  by  requiring  some 
other  security. 

In  the  case  of  Evans  and  Lake  (1),  a  merchant's  books 
were  received  in  evidence  under  particular  circumstances. 
The  question  there  was,  whether  certain  goods,  which  had 
been  bought  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Lake,  were  purchased  on 
*hi8  own  account,  or  in  trust  for  Sir  Stephen  Evans.     To  *  1 97 

prove  the  latter  of  these  positions,  the  assignees  of  Sir 
Stephen  Evans,  who  were  the  plaintiffs,  first  showed,  that 
there  was  no  entry  in  the  books  of  Mr.  Lake  relating  to 
this  transaction ;  they  then  produced  several  receipts  in 
the  possession  of  Sir  S.  Evans  for  the  payment  of  part  of 
the  goods,  and  on  the  back  of  the  receipts  there  was  a 
reference  in  the  hand-writing  of  Sir  Stephen's  book- 
keeper, since  deceased,  to  a  certain  shop-book  of  Sir 
Stephen.  Upon  this,  the  question  was,  whether  the  book 
so  referred  to,  in  which  was  an  entry  for  the  payment  ot 

(1)  Bull.  N.  P.  283,283;  and  see  Cooper  t.  Marsden,  1  £sp.  N.  P.  C,  1. 
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money  for  the  whole  of  tbe  goods,  should  be  read.  And 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  on  a  trial  at  bar  admitted  the 
entry,  not  only  as  to  the  part  mentioned  in  the  receipts, 
but  also  as  to  the  remainder  <rf  the  goods  then  in  the  hands 
of  Mr*  Lake's  son.  In  this  case,  (which  Ld^  Hardwicke  ( 1 ) 
has  observed  upon,  as  ^'new  and  having  gone  a  great 
way,'')  the  entry  was  not  offered  by  the  assignees,  as  evi- 
dence of  payment  against  the  seller  of  the  goods,  but  aa 
corroborating  evidence  to  show,  that  while  the  books  of  the 
other  party  concerned  took  no  notice  whatever  of  the 
goods,  those  of  Sir  S.  Evans,  under  whom  the  plaintiffs 
claimed,  treated  the  goods  as  bought  cm  his  account. 

In  another  case,  where  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  delivery  of 
wine  to  the  defendant,  produced  a  book  belonging  to  his 
cooper,  since  dead,  whose  name  was  subscribed  to  several 
articles,  which  it  was  proposed  to  read  after  proof  of  tha 
hand-writing.  Lord  Raymond,  C.  J.  would  not  alfew  it, 
saying  it  differed  from  Lord  Twrington's  case  (9)«* 
*  1 98  *And  Lord  Kenyon  ruled,  in  the  case  of  Calvert  v.  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury  (1),  that,  in  an  action  for  the  hire  of 
a  pair  of  horses,  an  entry  by  the  plaintiff's  servant,  «ince 
dead,  stating  the  terms  of  the  agreement  with  the  defend-' 
ant,  ought  not  to  be  admitted* 

In  an  action  by  a  tavern-keeper  (3),  it  appeared,  that 
the  defendant  belonged  to  a  club,  which  was  held  at  the 
plaintiff's  house,  and  that  in  a  room,  where  the  club  met, 

(1)  Id  Glyn  T.  Bk.  of  Eogiand,  2        (1)  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  646. 

Ves.  43.  (i)  Wfltiie  t.  Adamaon,  K.  B. 

(2)  Clerk  v.  Bedford,  Bofl.  N.  P.    Sitt  after  Mich,  tena  1789,  filS. 
S82. 

*  See  the  caae  of  Cooper  v.  Mandea,  1  Cap.  V.  P.  C.  1^  vbere,  ia  op* 
der  to  prove  paymeat  of  a  draft  at  a  baaker't,  tiie  banking«lMMMe  book 
was  oflfered  la  evidence,  in  which  book  there  was  an  entij  of  the  pajment 
of  the  draft  in  question.  Lord  Kenjon  ruled,  that  the  entry  could  only  be 
proved  by  the  cleric  who  made  it,  if  living ;  and  that  other  proof  was  not 
admissible,  though  he  might  be  abroad.  According  to  the  report  of  Ads 
case,  no  objection  teems  to  have  been  taken  against  the  admisslbilitj  of  the 
entry  itself,  on  the  groond  of  its  being  foond  in  a  third  person's  book ;  nor 
(^oes  that  point  appear  to  have  been  notioed. 
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a  book  used  regulariy  to  be  kept  open,  in  which  the  plain- 
tifPs  servants  entered  th ^  articles,  as  they  were  ordered  by 
the  members  of  the  'dub,  who  had  thereby  an  opportunity 
of  inspecting  and  correcting  the  account.  Loid  Kenyon 
admitted  the  book  as  evidence  of  the  delivery,  though  it 
was  not  proved  that  the  servants,  who  made  the  entry, 
were  dead,  nor  was  their  absence  accounted  for,  and  only 
their  hand-writing  was  proved.  The  daily  account  in  the 
book  was  in  this  case  considered  as  tantamout  to  a  bill  de- 
livered and  admitted  by  the  defendant* 

The  Stat.  7  J.  I.e.  12.  enacts,  that  the  shop-book  of  a 
tradesman  shall  not  be  evidence  in  any  action  for  wares 
delivered  or  work  done,  above  one  year  before  the  bring- 
ing of  the  action,  except  the  tradesman  or  his  executor 
shall  have  obtained  a  bill  of  debt  or  obligation  of  the  debt- 
or for  the  said  debt,  or  shall  have  brought  against  him 
some  action,  within  a  year  next  after  the  delivery  of  the 
wares,  or  the  work  done*  And  the  2d  section  provides, 
that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  extend  to  the  mutual  trading 
and  merchandise  between  tradesman  and  tradesman.  At 
the  time  of  making  this  act  of  parliament,  there  was  an 
opinion  growing  up,  that,  after  a  certain  length  of  time,  a 
man's  shop-books  should  be  evidence  fcHr  him,  after  the 
year :  to  prevent  which,  the  act  was  made  (3).  However 
the  book  is  not  evidence,  even  within  the  year,  except  un- 
der particular  ^circumstances.  An  entry  made  by  a  trades- 
man himself,  stating  the  delivery  of  goods,  is  not  evidence 
for  him ;  but,  whether  made  by  him  or  not,  it  may  often 
serve  as  a  memorandum  to  refresh  the  memory  of  the 
shopman,  and  for  that  purpose  is  admissible  (a). 

(3)  Per  Ld.  Hardwkke,  t  Vei.  43. 
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(a)  la  a  suit  in  chancery  between  partniers,  the  books  of  the 
partnMsbip  are  evidence,  and  vouchers  as  to  the  particular  items 
are  unnecessary.  Fletcher  v.  Pollard^  2  Hen.  ^  Mvn.  544. 
EriMouie  v.  Hy$9Ur  ^  ctkert^  4  Hen.  4*  Af wi.  363. 

I%op-books  are  admitted  in  many  of  the  states  as  eridence  of 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  of  irork  aod  labour.    How  far  (hey 
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)t  has  been  already  stated,  that  admissions  by  one  of 
the  parlies  to  a  suit,  against  his  interest,  are  evidence 
against  him ;  and  that  statements  made  by  a  third  person, 
on  being  referred  to  by  a  parly  respecting  any  h'ligated 

are  competeDt  evidence,  in  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  will  appear 
from  the  opinion  of  the  judges  in  the  case  of  Cogiwdl'  v.  DolUvery 
2  Mau,  Rep.  217.  Sewall,  J.  says;  **  In  actions  of  asnunptii 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  evidence  by  a  shop-book  or  other 
daily  memoranda,  with  the  supplementary  oath  of  the  party  him- 
self, if  living,  is  a  mode  of  proof  admitted  with  as  generally,  and 
is  made  necessary  by  the  course  of  business  in  transactions  of  that 
nature* — Books  offered  as  evidence  may  be  rejected  by  the  court 
as  incompetent,  or  when  admitted  may  be  treated  as  unworthy  of 
credit.  I  recollect  but  two  sorts  of  objections  which  have  been 
allowed  against  books  as  rendering  them  incompetent  evidence. 
To  be  admitted  in  evidence,  they  must  appear  to  contain  the  first 
entries  or  charges  by  the  party,  made  at  or  near  the  time  of  the 
transaction  to  be  proved ;  and  when  the  contrary  is  discernable 
upon  the  face  of  the  book,  or  comes  out  upon  the  examination  of 
the  party,  they  ought  to  be  rejected  as  incompetent  evidence. 
Fraudulent  appearances  or  circumstances,  such  as  material  and 
gross  alterations,  false  additions,  &c.  are  also  objections  to  the 
competency  of  the  book,  in  which  they  are  discoverable,  or 
against  which  they  may  be  proved  in  any  manner.  Objections  to 
the  credit  of  books  admitted  in  evidence  are  of  various  kinds, 
which  there  is  no  occasion  to  enumerate.  The  method  in  which 
the  book  has  been  kept,  as  when  the  charges  to  be  proved  have 
been  entered  to  a  particular  account,  like  the  entries  of  a  ledger, 
and  not  like  those  of  a  daybook,  is  an  objection  to  the  credit  of  the 
book.''  Sedgwick,  J.  **  It  is  to  be  lamented  that  it  is  necessary  in 
this  country  to  resort  to  evidence  of  this  kind,  as  it  opens  a  door 
and  furnishes  a  temptation  to  much  mischief.  Where  a  book  is  of- 
fered in  evidence  it  ought  to  appear  suited  to  aid  the  oath  of  the 
party,  which  it  is  brought  to  fortify  and  confirm.  The  court  are  to 
judge  of  its  competency  to  be  admitted  in  evidence,  and  the  jury 
arc  to  decide  on  the  credit  which  may  be  due  to  it.  The  true 
ground  of  admitting  the  books  of  the  party  in  evidence,  as  a  fouo- 
dation  for  the  suppletory  evidence  of  the  oath  of  the  party,  1  have 
always  understood  to  be  ikat  the  judge  or  court  before  whom  the  case 
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point  (1),  or  representations  by  a  party's  agent  (3),  are  i^ 
many  cas.es  adi^iissible  against  the  principaU  To  such 
cases  the  objection  of  hearsay  does  not  apply.  Nor  does 
the  objection  apply  to  the  account  which  has  been  given 
by  a  witness  on  a  former  trials  or  to  dying  declarations. 

(1)  See  ante,  p.  77.  (2)  See  ante,  p.  74. 


it  fmd,  JunAd,  on  tnjpedion,  determine  that  ^  ho9k  wa$  propef 
for  ihat  purpoee^  and  that  mdi  determination  readers  it  tompeteni 
evidence"     In  Prime  y.  Smithy  4  Maee,  tiep.  456^  Sewall,  J.  ob- 
serresy  that  **  in  actions  of  assumpsit  for  articled  delivered,  or  for 
work  and  labour  performed ,  the  admission  of  proof  by  the  book  oi" 
the  plaintiff  himself,  appearing  to  be  in  his  own  hand-writing,  and 
supported  by  his  supplementary  oath,  is  a  practice^  in  the  extent 
'to  which  it  has  been  carried,  peculiar  to  JVew  fingland^  if  not  con^ 
"Bntd  to  this  state.   But  it  is  a  practice,  which  has  been  long  estab- 
lished, and  seems  to  have  arisen  upon  the  most  reasonable  grounds, 
out  of  the  necessity  of  the  case,  and  a  conformity  to  th|  actual 
state  of  things. — ^There  are  however  obvious  dlifficulties  alid  ba^' 
zards  attending  this  mode  of  proof ;  and  it  ought  not  to  be  extend- 
ed by  any  new  precedent.    Every  memorandum  of  a  shop-keepef 
or  labourer  is  not  to  be  admitted  as  his  book.    It  is  essential  t0 
this  kind  of  evidence  that  the  charges  appearing  in  the  hand-wri<< 
ting  of  the  party,  are  in  such  a  state  that  they  may  be  presumed  to 
have  been  his  daily  minutes  of  his  business  and  transactions,  in 
which  regard  is  had  to  the  degree  of  education  of  the  party^  the 
nature  of  his  employment,  and  to  the  manner  of  his  charges  against 
other  penons.    Where  this  appearance  is  wanting,  and  the  pre** 
sumption  cannot  be  made,  the  evidence  has  been  usually  rejected 
as  incompetent.    And  when,  having  this  appearance,  a  plaintifTs 
books  or  memorandums  are  admitted,  the  evidence  remains  liable 
to  every  objection,  which  may  be  suggested,  from  unfair  appear- 
ances in  the  statement  of  the  particular  account  in  issue,  or  from 
the  whole  book  or  minijites  taken  together,  and  which  materially 
alfect  the  credibility  of  the  evidence."  It  has  been  held  that  when 
an  account  was  transferred  from  the  ledger  to  the  daybook,  the 
ledger  should  be  produced,  that  the  other  party  may  have  advan* 
tage  of  any  items  entered  therein  to  his  credit    Princess  Exr,  v. 
fostt,  8  MoMi.  Rep.  669. 
In  CoDBecticut  in  the  statutory  action  of  book-debt  (vide  laws 

3  K 
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Testimooy         If  a  witness,  who  has  been  examined  in  a  former  actiofi 
trial.     '      between  the  same  parties,  and  where  the  point  in  issue 
was  the  same  as  in  the  second  action,  is  since  dead,  what 
he  swore  at  the  trial,  may  be  proved  by  one  who  beardr 

4Mfc*«^—   ■  ■    II  '  »  I  ■    I.     .11 

of  Connecticut,  tit.  26.  c.  1 .)  books  of  accounts  are  admitted  in 
evidence.  In  this  action  the  statute  allows  of  the  oath  of  the  party, 
and  it  is  confined  to  such  articles  as  are  usually  charged  on  book  : 
and  the  book  ought  to  be  kept  in  a  fair  and  regular  manner,  and 
the  articles  truly  entered  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  or  Ibe  per< 
formance  of  the  service,  so  as  to  be  consistent  with  and  support  the 
oath  of  the  party :  for  the  book  is  to  be  considered  the  essential 
part  of  the  evidence,  and  the  oath  of  the  party,  as  supplementary 
to  it.  ^tvifCs  Ev.  81.  A  party  is  not  compellable  to  produce  the 
original  book  ef  entries,  but  may  go  to  trial  oft  a  transcript,  but  the 
non-production  of  the  original  books  is  a  circumstance  tending  to 
discredit  the  party's  account.  Merchants  and  traders  should  pro- 
duce their  daybooks  and  ledgers,  and  mechanics,  where  business 
requires  that  mode  of  keeping  accountsw  Their  books  should  ap- 
pear to  be  regularly  kept,  and  the  entries  fairly  made  at  the  time, 
and  from  day  to  day  in  the  usual  course  of  their  business.  Where 
people  make  single  entries  only,  the  accoimt  should  be  fair  and 
properly  dated.  Where  the  books  are  not  regularly  kept — ^where 
there  appear  to  be  rasures,  alterations,  interlineations,  and  addi- 
tiona;  and  where  the  accounts  are  made  out  after  a  dispute  has 
arisen,  there  is  a  strong  presumption  against  tbi»  truth,  and  the  par- 
ty muat  have  other  proof  to  corroborate  his  testimony  to  entitle 
him  to  recover.  Id,  B2,  See  further  as  to  the  nature  of  the  ac- 
tion of  book-debt. '   Bradley  v.  Goodyear ^  1  Day  104. 

In  Pennsylvania,  from  the  peculiar  situation  of  the  country,  shop- 
books,  proved  by  the  oatb  of  the  plaintiff,  are  admitted  in  evidence 
to  charge  the  original  debtor,  but  not  a  person  who  has  undertaken 
to  pay  for  goods  delivered  to  another.  Poultney  et  al,  v.  /2osf ,  1 
DalL  238.  Where  the  book  is  in  the  hand-writing  of  a  clerk  it 
must  be  proved  by  him,  rf  living  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  In  consideraUon,  says  Tilghman,  Ch.  J.  of  the  mode  of 
doing  business  in  the  infancy  of  the  country,  when  many  people 
kept  their  own  hooki^  it  has  been  permitted,  from  the  necessity  of 
the  case,  to  offer  these  books  in  evidence.  But  when  no  such  ne-^ 
cessity  exists^  when  the  fact  is  that  clerks  have  been  employed  andi 
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him  give  evidence  (3),     For  such  evidence  was  not  given 
in  an  extrajudicial  manner,  but  upon  oath.     The  parties 
to  the  suit  were  the  same,  the  point  in  issue  was  the  same,     ^. 
and  an    opportunity   was  given  for  cross-examination. 

(3)  Per  Cur.  in  R.  v.  Carpenter,  Farewell,  2  P.  Wifl.  563.     Pike  t. 

2  Show.  47.     Buckworth^s  case,  Sir  Crouch,  1  Ld.  Ray.  730.     Per  Lord 

T,  Rajm.    170.     Vin.   Ab.  **  Evi-  Kcnyon,  4  T.   R.  290.     Mayor  of 

dence,))  (T.  b.  88.),  pi.  4.  Coker  y.  Doncaater  y.  Day,  3  Taunt.  262. 


the  entries  made  by  ihemy  there  is  no  cause  for  violating  that  wise 
principle,  that  no  man  shall  be  allowed  to  give  testimony  for  him- 
self. Sterret  v.  Bull  ^  others^  1  Binney  234.  Et  vide  Mijfflin  et 
al.  V.  Bingham,  1  Doll,  272.  Seagrove  v,  Redman  et  al.  4  DalL 
153.     Rodman  et  al,  v.  Hoop*s  Exr.  1  DalL  86. 

Books  of  account,  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff,  are  evidence  in 
South  Carolina,  by  statute.  Foster  v.  Sinkler,  1  Bay  40.  Slade 
y,  TeasdaUy  2  Bay  172. 

This  species  of  evidence  has  been  sanctioned,  under  certain  re- 
strictions, by  a  late  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of 
New- York ;  the  rule  and  the  limitations  of  it,  will  appear  from  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  which  was  as  follows :  **  The  only  point  for 
our  consideration  is,  whether  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  plain- 
tiff's demand,  in  the  court  below,  was  admissible.  In  Case  v. 
Potter,  (8  Johns.  Rep..  212.)  the  question  how  far  the  books  of  ac- 
count of  a  part  J  were  evidence,  incidentally  came  under  considera- 
tion ;  but.  as  there  was  sufficient  proof,  in  that  case,  to  sustain  the 
verdict  without  the  books,  there  was  no  direct  decision  on  the 
point.  Cases  are  there  cited,  showing  that  by  the  English  law 
tradesmen's  books  are  not  legal  evidence  in  favour  of  the  party 
making  the  entries ;  and  we  intimated  that  such  proof  is  tolerated 
here,  from  the  usage  which  has  crept  in,  and  the  difficulty  of  giving 
proof  in  many  cases,  of  a  sale  and  delivery  in  the  usual  course  of 
business.  In  a  case  like  the  present,  it  is  believed  that  the  usage 
and  necessity  of  admitting  such  proof,  has  been  so  long  sanctioned 
and  felt  in  our  courts  of  justice,  that  it  is  now  too  late  to  question 
the  admissibility  of  it.  The  admission  of  books  of  account  in  evi- 
dence, under  proper  limitations  and  restrictions,  is  not  calculated 
to  excite  alarm,  or  |o  produce  Injurious  consequences.  They  are 
not  evidence  of  money  lent.  This  ^ was  so  held  in  Case  v.  PoUer, 
because  such  transactions  are  not,  in  the  usual  course  of  business, 
matter  of  boQk  account.    They  are  not  evidence  in  the  case  of  |( 
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Tbese  circumslances  plainly  distinguish  the  proposed  evi- 
dence  from  hearsay  (b).  So,  where  a  person,  who  had  been 
sworn  on  a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties  on  the 
same  issue,  and  subpoenaed  to  appear  as  witness  at  a  se- 
cond trial,  did  not  appear  in  obedience  to  the  writ,  theCourt 
of  King's  Bench,  seeing  reason  to  believe  that  he  had  been 
kept  away  by  tbe  contrivance  of  the  adverse  party,  ad« 
initted  other  witnesses  to  prove  what  he  had  sworn  on  ibae^ 
former  occasion  (4).  The  person  called  to  prove  what  a 
^^QO  deceased  witness  *said,  must  undertake  to  repeat  precise- 
ly his  very  words,  and  not  merely  to  swear  to  their  ef:« 
feet  (1).  Thus,  in  a  case  before  Lord  Kenyon,  a  witness 
was  not  allowed  to  speak  to  the  effect  of  what  a  deceased 
witaess  had  sworn  on  a  former  triaU  ^^  He  ought,''  said 
Lord  Kenyon,  "  to  recollect  the  very  words ;  for  the  jury 
alone  can  judge  of  the  effect  of  words  (2)."  And  he  cited 
the  case  of  the  King  v.  Deborah,  from  one  of  his  own 
potes,  to  the  same  point  (a).     For  the  purpose  of  intro- 

(4)  Gr^  T.  Gatufck,  Bull.  N.  P.  by  Lord  Keoyoq  io  R.  v.  Jolifle,  4  T. 
IMS.  R.  290. 

(1)  Ld.  Palmentooe^B  case,  cited        (2)  Ennis  t.  Dooistfaoni,  ComW. 

Sam.  Am.  1789,  MS. 
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single  charge,  because  there  exists  in  such  case  no  evidence  of 
regular  dealing  between  the  parties.  They  ought  not  to  be  ad- 
.  initted  where  there  are  several  charges,  unless  a  foundation  is  first 
laid  for  their  admission,  by  proving  that  the  party  had  do  qieik, 
tha^  spme  of  the  articles  charged  have  been  delivered,  that  the 
books  produced  are  the  account  books  of  the  party,  and  that  he 
Iceeps  fair  and  honest  accounts,  and  this  by  those  who  have  dealt 
and  settled  with  him.  Under  these  restrictions,  from  the  necessity 
pf  the  case,  and  tbe  consideration  that  the  party  debited,  is  shown 
\o  have  reposed  con6dence,  by  dealing  with  and  being  intrusted  by 
ihe  other  party,  they  are  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  a  juiy.'* 
flatt,  J.  dissented  and  stated  his  reasons  at  length.  VotHmrgh  v. 
Thayer y  12  Johns.  Rep*  461. 

(6)  Vide  Jackson  d,  GUlespy  ^  others  v.  Woolsey,  1 1  Johns.  Rep. 
446.     Pegrani  v.  IsabeU^  2  Hen.  ^  Mun.  193. 

(a)  The  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness  before  commissiciDen 
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^ucing  an  account  of  what  a  deceased  witness  swore  on 
the  first  trial,  the  nisi  prius  record  and  the  postea  indorsed 
are  good  evidence  to  show,  that  a  cause  was  brought  on  for 
trial,  or  that  it  was  actually  tried  (3)  (&)• 

The  dying  declarations  of  a  person,  who  has  received  a  ^J^S^' 
mortal  injury,  are  constantly  admitted  in  criminal  prose- 
cutions, and  are  not  liable  to  the  common  objection  against 
hearsay  evidence  (4).  The  principle  of  this  exception  to 
the  general  rule  is  founded  partly  on  the  awful  situation 
of  the  dying  person,  which  is  considered  to  be  as  power-* 
ful  over  his  conscience  as  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  and 
f>artly  on  a  supposed  absence  of  interest  on  the  verge  of 
the  next  world,  which  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of 

(S\  PittoQ  T.  Waltsr,  1  Str.  16S.    Cr.  C.  566.  Bambridge'i  case,  9  8t 
(4)  R.  V.  Reason  and  Tranter,  1    Tr.  161. 
Str.  499.  Woodcock's  case,  2  Leach 


vested  with  certain  judicial  powers,  in  a  proceeding  in  which  die 
party  might  have  had  the  benefit  of  a  cross-examination,  proved  by 
one  of  the  commissioners  in  a  subsequent  trial  between  the  same 
parties,  was  held  admissible  evidence.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  • 
lecord  of  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  was  produced,  or 
that  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings  before  them  was  proved, 
otherwise  than  by  the  testimony  of  the  commissioner.  Jaekton  d, 
PotUr  4r  Calvin  v.  Bailey ^  2  Johns.  Rep.  17.  Evidence  of  what 
was  sworn  to  by  a  deceased  witness,  on  a  question  of  bail,  was 
held  inadmissible  on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  Jackson  et  ol.  v.  Win- 
tkutevy  4  DaU.  205.  The  notes  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  a 
lormer  trial  are  not  evidence  of  what  was  then  sworn  to.  Miles 
V.  O^Haray  4  Binney  108.  Where  a  prisoner  had  procured  a  wit- 
ness to  go  away,  evidence  of  what  he  had  testified  before  the  grand 
jury  was  admitted.    Rex  v.  Barber ^  1  Root  76. 

(6)  The  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that  if  the  testimony  of  what 
a  witness  swore  at  a  former  trial,  be  unaccompanied  with  the  pos* 
tea  or  record  of  the  former  suit,  and  that  be  made  an  objection,  at 
the  time,  to  the  admission  of  such  testimony,  the  objection  is  good. 
Beals  V.  Guernsey^  8  Johns.  Rep.  451.  But  if  the  objection  be  not 
then  made  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  pendency  of  the  former 
trial  was  admitted.    WkiU  v.  Kiblif^^  1 1  Johns.  Rep.  128. 
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cross-cxatnitiation.  But  before  such  declarations  can  be 
admitted  in  evidence  against  a  prisoner,  it  must  be  satis- 
factorily proved,  that  the  deceased,  at  the  time  of  making 
them,  was  conscious  of  his  danger,  and  had  given  up  all 
hope  of  recovery  (c)«  This  consciousness  of  approaching 
death  may  be  collected  either  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  (as,  from  the  nature  of  the  wound  and  the  state  of 
body),  or  from  expressions  used  by  the  deceased  (5), 
And  it  has  been  decided  by  all  the  judges,  that  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  deceased  made  the  declarations  under 
*201  the  apprehension  of  *death,  is  a  question  for  the  judge 

to  determine,  not  for  the  jury  (!)• 

On  the  same  principle,  the  dying  declarations  of  an  ac- 
complice are  admissible ;  for  the  accomplice  himself  would 
have  been  a  competent'  witness,  if  he  had  been  living. 
This  was  determined  by  all  the  judges  in  Margaret  Tink- 
ler's case  (2).  The  greater  part  of  the  judges  were  of 
opinion  in  this  case,  that  the  declarations  of  the  deceased 
were  alone  sufficient  evidence  to  convict  the  prisoner ;  on 
the  ground,  that  they  were  not  to  be  considered  as  evi- 
'dence  coming  from  a  particeps  criminis,  as  she  thought 
herself  dying  at  the  time,  and  had  no  view  or  interest  to 
serve  in  excusing  herself,  or  fixing  the  charge  unjustly  on 
others.  But  others  of  the  judges  held,  that  her  declara-t 
tions  were  to  be  so  considered,  and  therefore,  required  the 
aid  of  confirmatory  evidencet  The  declarations  of  a  cri- 
minal at  the  time  of  his  execution  cannot  be  received  on 
the  trial  of  an  accomplice ;  for,  after  attainder,  he  could 
not  be  sworn  as  a  witness  (3). 

(5)  Woodcock's  case,'2  Leach  Cr.  was  before  the  two  last,  this  question 

C.  666.     Dingler's  case,.ib.  638.  had  been  left  to  the  jury  by  Ejre,  C, 

John's  case,  1  East  PI.  Cr.  367.  B,y  1  East  PI.  Cr.  360. 

(1)  By  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judg-        (2)  1  East  PI.  Cr.  364.  6.     . 
es,  in  John's  case,  1  East  PI.  Cr.  367.,        (3)  Dnimmond's  case,  1  Leach  Cr. 

,  and  in  Welbom's  case,  1  East  PI.  Cr.  C.  378 ;  1  East  PI.  Cr.  363.,  S.  C. 
369.      In  Woodcock's  case,  which 

^ > 

(c)  Declarations  made  the  day  afler  receiving  the  wound,  and 
six  or  seven  weeks  before  the  death  of  the  deceased  were  held  ip^ 
admissible.     Slate  v.  Moody,  2  Hmjw,  31. 
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The  same  kind  of  evidence  is  admissible  in  civil  cases^ 
cts  well  as  in  trials  for  murder  (a).  Thus,  die  declaration 
of  a  person,  who,  having  set  his  name  as  subscribing  wit- 
ness to  a  bond,  in  his  dying  moments  begged  pardon  of 
Heaven  for  havingjbeen  concerned  in  forging  the  bond,  was' 
admitted  to  be  evidence  of  the  forgery  by  Mr.  Justice 
Heath  (4),  on  the  authority  of  Wright  on  the  demise  of 
Clymer  v.  Littler  (5),  where  similar  evidence  of  a  dying 
confession  by  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  will  had  been  re- 
ceived by  Chief  Justice  Willes,  and  afterwards  approved 
by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  Lord  Mansfield  on  that 
occasion  said,  *'^  The  account  was  a  confession  of  great  •  ^Oftj 

iniquity,  and  as  the  dying  person  could  be  under  no  temp- 
tation to  say  it,  but  to  do  justice  and  ease  his  conscience, 
I  am  of  opinion  the  evidence  was  proper  to  be  left  to  the 
jury." 

As  the  declarations  of  a  dying  man  are  admitted,  on  a 
supposition,  that  in  his  awful  situation  on  the  confines  of  a 
future  world,  he  had  no  motives  to  misrepresent,  but  on  the 
contrary  the  strongest  motives  to  speak  without  disguise 
and  without  malice,  it  seems  to  follow,  that  the  party, 
against  whom  they  are  produced  in  evidence,  may  enter 
into  the  particulars  of  his  behaviour  in  his  last  moments, 
or  may  be  allowed  to  show  that  the  deceased  was  not  of 
such  a  character  as  was  likely  to  be  impressed  by  a  reli- 
,  gious  sense  of  his  approaching  dissolution  (i). 

Hearsay  is  often  admitted  in  evidence,  as  part  of  the  Heanav 
res  gesta;  the  meaning  of  which  seems  to  be,  that  where  ^^  ^' '^ 
it  is  necessary,  in  the  course  of  a  cause,  to  inquire  into  the 
nature  of  a  particular  act,  and  the  intention  of  the  person 

(4)  Cited  by  Ld.  Ellenborough  in        (5)  3  Burr.  1244. 1355. 
Aveson  Y.  Lord  Kionaird,  6  East  195. 

"      ■  ■    ■      ■'  ■!         i        ■        II      .      -..  ■  .         ■     I  I.I    I  .ll         - ■      I.—  ..       .     ■■  ■  ,      ^ 

(a)  Vide  ante,  181. 

(6)  Evidence  of  the  declarations  of  a  testator,  on  his  death-bed, 
that  the  will  had  been  obtained  from  him  by  duress,  is  inadmissibU 
to  defeat  the  will.  Jackson  d,  Coe  ^  o0i€rs  v.  Kniffen.  ?  JohntL 
Bep.Si. 
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.  who  did  the  act,  proof  of  what  the  person  said  at  the  time 
of  doing  it  is  admissible  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing its  tnie  character.  Thus,  for  example,  in  to  action  l^ 
the  assigness  of  a  bankrupt,  the  bankrupt's  declarations  a€ 
the  time  of  his  absenting  himself  finom  home  are  properljr 
received  in  evidence,  to  show  the  motive  of  his  absence. 
In  the  case  of  Bateman  v.  Bailey  (1),  therefore,  where  the 
question  was,  whether  the  trader's  departure  fixim  hia 
dwelling-house  amounted  to  s^  act  of  bankruptcy,  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  were  of  opinion,  that  the  reasons, 
which  he  gave  for  his  absence,  after  his  return  home, 
ought  to  have  been  admitted  in  explanation  of  his  own  act» 
The  words  of  the  stat.  1  J.  1.  c.  15.  s.  3.  are,  that  every 
person  using  the  trade  of  merchandise,  &c.,  who  shall  be* 
gin  to  keep  his  house,  or  otherwise  absent  himself,  or  ie* 
*  S03  part  his  ^dwellif^'house,  to  the  inient  or  whereby  his  cre- 
ditors shall  or  may  be  defeated  or  delayed  for  the  recove- 
ry of  their  past  debts,  &c.,  shall  be  accounted  and  ad*, 
judged  a  bankrupt. 

In  the  case  of  Thompson  and  wife  against  Trevanion  (1), 
which  was  an  action  of  trespass  and  assault,  Lord  C.  J. 
Holt  allowed  what  the  wife  said,  immediately  upon  the 
hurt  received,  and  before  she  had  time  to  devise  or  con- 
trive any  thing  for  her  own  advantage,  to  be  given  in  evi- 
dence. So,  on  an  indictment  for  a  rape,  what  the  girl 
said  recently  after  the  fact,  (so  that  it  excluded  a  possi- 
bility of  practising  on  her),  has  been  held  to  be  admis^ 
sible  in  evidence,  as  a  part  of  the  transaction  (2).  So,  in 
the  case  of  Aveson  v.  Lord  Kinnaird  (3),  where,  (in  order 
to  ascertatin  whether  the  deceased  was  in  a  good  state  of 
health  on  the  day  of  the  insurance,  it  became  material  to 
consider  what  the  state  of  health  was  both  before  and  af- 
ter that  day),  the  account,  which  the  deceased  gave  some 

(1)  5  T.  R.  51S.    And  see  May-        (2)  Brazier's  case,  1  £a«t  PI.  Cr. 
Uii  V.  Eyloe,  2  Str.  809.    Ewens  t.    444. 
•  Gold,  Bull.  N.  P.  40.  (3)  6  East  IBS.  198 ;  ante,  p.  Itl. 

(1)  Sicio.  40^.,  cited  bythecotirt, 
S  East  193. 
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days  after  obtaining  the  certificate  of  good  health,  respect* 
ing  her  state  on  the  former  day,  was  admitted  at  the  trial, 
and  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  were  of  opinion,  that  it  had 
been  properly  admitted.  And  it  is  in  every  day's  expe- 
rience, said  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence,  in  this  case,  that  what 
a  roan  has  said  of  himself  to  his  surgeon  is  evidence,  in  an  \ 
action  of  assault,  to  show  what  he  has  suffered  by  reason 
of  the  assault.  So,  it  should  seem,  in  an  action  for  crimi- 
nal conversation,  the  declarations  of  a  wife  at  the  time  of 
her  elopement,  stating  the  reason  of  her  eloping,  (as,  that 
she  fled  from,  an  immediate  fear  of  personal  violence), 
would  be  evidence  against  the  husband  (4)  ;  but  a  collate- 
ral declaration,  respecting  a  matter  which  happened  at 
another  time,  would  not  be  admissible.  And  where,  in  an 
action  for  criminal  conversation,  the  defence  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  connived  at  his  wife's  elopement,  evidence 
was  received,  on  the  part  of  the  ^plaintiff,  of  the  wife's  *  304 
declarations  as  to  her  intention  and  purpose  in  going  (1) } 
for  the  question,  in  effect,  was,  whether  the  husband  knew 
that  she  was  about  to  elope,  or  whether  he  believed  that 
her  inte^ition  was  as  she  represented. 

^4^  6  East  193.  es,  on  the  motion  for  a  new  tria], 

(1;  Hoare  t.  Allen,  3  EIsp.  N.  P.  were  of  opinion,  tii^t  thii  evidence 

C.  276.,  before  Lord  Kenjon,  on  Sd  ought  to  be  admitted. 

.trial,  wha  said,  that  some  of  the  Judg- 


CHAP.  VIIL 
On  the  Examination  of  Witnesses. 

After  considering,  in  the  last  chapter,  what  kind  of  evi- 
dence ought  to  be  produced  for  ascertaining  the  points  in 
issue,  the  next  subject  of  inquiry  relates  to  the  manner  in 
which  witnesses  are  to  be  examined. 

The  ordinaiy  mode  of  proceeding  in  the  courts  of  com- 
mon law,  preparatory  to  the  examination  of  a  wtne$8,  is 

2l 
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to  swear  him  in  chief,  unless  an  objection  should  be  made 
to  his  competency  ;  in  ivhich  case,  the  practice  formerly 
was  to  examine  him  on  the  voire  dire,  and  this  was  so 
strictly  observed,  that  if  a  witness  were  once  examined  in 
chief,  he  could  not  afterwards  be  objected  to  on  the  ground 
^of  interest.  But,  in  later  times,  the  rule  has  been  to  a 
certain  extent  relaxed,  and  now,  if  it  should  be  discmrered 
in  any  stage  of  the  trial,  that  a  witness  is  interested,  his 
evidence  will  be  rejected  (a).  This  is  as  well  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  court,  as  for  the  purposes  of  justice*  The 
examination  of  a  witness,  to  discover  whether  be  has  any 
interest  in  the  cause,  is  frequently  to  the  same  effect  as  his 
examination  in  chief;  it  therefore  saves  time  and  is  more 
convenient,  that  the  witness  should  be  sworn  in  chief  in  the 
first  instance ;  and  if  it  should  afterwards  appear  that  he  is 
*  205  interested,  it  *will  then  be  time  to  take  the  objection  (1). 

This  relaxation,  however,  of  the  ancient  rule,  does  npt 
extend  so  far  as  to  allow  the  counsel  on  the  cross-exami- 
nation to  ask  the  witness  every  sort  of  question,  which 
might  be  proper  on  the  voire  dire.  For  example,  after  an 
examination  in  chief,  a  witness  is  not  to  be  cross-examined 
as  to  the  contents  of  a  will  not  produced  in  court,  under 
which  it  is  suggested  that  he  takes  some  interest,  although 
such  questions  might  be  properly  asked  in  an  examiRation 
on  the  voire  dire  (2). 

When  the  witness  has  been  regularly  sworn,  he  is  first 
examined  by  the  party  which  produces  him ;  after  which 
the  other  party  is  at  liberty  to  cross-examine.  The  exa- 
mination is  in  open  court,  in  the  presence  of  the  parties, 
their  attorneys  and  counsel,  and  before  the  judge  and  jury, 
who  have  thus  an  opportunity  of  observing  the  understand; 
ing,  demeanour,  and  inclination  of  the  witnesses  (6). 

(1)  Tomer  v.  Pearte,  1 T.  R.  717.        (2)  Howdl  v.  Lock,  2  Campb.  14. 
Peri^  V.  Nicholson,  1  Wightw.  64. 

{a)  Vide  ante,  96.  n.  (c). 

(6)  Where  the  testimony  of  a  Swede,  wholly  ignorant  of  the 
finglisb  lan^age^  to  the  grand  jury  was  needed,  the  Court  ordered 
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Leading  questions,  that  is,  such  as  instruct  a  witness 
how  to  answer  on  material  points,  are  not  allowed  on  the 
examination  in  chief;  for,  to  direct  witnesses  in  their  evi- 
dence would  only  serve  to  strengthen  that  bias,  which  they 
are  generally  too  much  disposed  to  feel,  in  favour  of  the 
party  that  calls  them  (c).  But,  if  a  witness  should  appear 
to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  opposite  party,  or  unwilling  to 
give  evidence,  the  court  will  in  its  discretion  allow  the  ex- 
amination in  chief  to  assume  the  form  of  a  cross^xamina- 

* 

tion.  And,  in  examining  a  witness  for  the  purpose  of  di- 
rectly contradicting  another  witness,  on  the  opposite  side, 
as  to  some  particular  parts  of  his  evidence,  w^hich  no  ge- 
neral examination  in  chief  would  be  able  to  touch,  lead- 
*ing  questions  may  be  properly  asked.  Thus,  for  example, 
after  exhausting  the  witness's  memory  as  to  the  contents 
of  a  written  instrument,  be  may  be  asked  whether  it  con- 
tained a  particular  ^passage,  which  has  been  sworn  to  on  *  206 
the  other  side ;  othem'ise  it  would  be  scarcely  possible 
ever  to  come  to  a  direct  contradiction  (1). 

A  witness  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer  any  question 
which  has  a  tendency  to  expose  him  to  penalties,  or  to  a 
criminal  charge  (2)  (a).     Thus,  on  an  indictment  for  a 

(1)  Coarteen  v.  Touse,  1  Campb.  593.  Title  v,  Grevet,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
43.  1088.     16  Ves.juD.  242.     Preamb. 

(2)  R.  v.  Ld.  G.  Gordon,  2  Doug.    St.  46  G.  3.  c.  37. 

an  interpreter  to  be  first  sworn,  truly  to  interpret  between  the  court 
and  jury  and  the  witness.  The  oath  was  then  administered  to  the 
witness  in  English,  and  interpreted  to  him  by  the  sworn  interpreter, 
as  it  was  pronouneed  by  the  clerk.  Norberg'i  case,  4  Mass.  Rep. 
81. 

(c)  Vide  Snyd§r^s  Lessee  v.  Snyder^  6  Bimiey  483.  But  the 
question  must  be  objected  to  at  the  time ;  therefore,  if  in  taking 
the  deposition  of  a  witness  a  leading  question  be  put  and  an* 
swered,  it  cannot  afterwards  be  excepted  to  at  the  trial.  SheeUr 
V.  5peer,  3  Binney  130. 

(a)  A  witness  may  object  to  answer  a  question  which  be  thinks 
will  tend  to  his  crimination,  though  the  answer  would  not  lead  to 
an  immediate  conclusion  of  guilt.  CaUs  v.  Hardacre,  3  TawU.  424i 


206  On  the  Examination  of  Witnesses.     [Ch.  8. 

rape,  the  woman  is  not  obliged  to  answer,  whether  on  some 
former  occasion  she  had  not  a  criminal  connexion  with 
other  men  or  with  particular  individuals  (3)  ;  nor  is  evi- 
dence  of  such  criminal  intercourse  admissible  (4).  So,  on 
an  appeal  against  an  order  of  bastardy,  a  person  cannot 
be  compelled  to  acknowledge  himself  the  father  of  a  bas- 
tard child  ;  but  there  is  no  objection  to  his  being  sworn, 
and  if  he  chooses,  he  may  confess  the  fact  (5).  So,  it  has 
been  held,  in  an  action  for  a  libel  (6),  (which  was  publish- 
ed by  the  defendant  in  a  voluntary  affidavit  sworn  extra- 
judicially before  a  magistrate),  that  tlie  magistrate's  clerk 
is  not  bound  to  answer,  whether  he  wrote  the  affidavit  and 
delivered  it  to  the  magistrate,  because  the  bare  copying 
out  of  a  libel  is  criminal  (6). 

(3)  HodgBon's  case,  by  a  majdrity  (5)  R.  v.  St.  Mary's,  Nottingham, 
of  the  Judges  on  a  case  reserved,  13  East  58.  n. 
1812,MS.DoddT.Norris,3Campb.  (6)  Maloney  v.  Barticy,  before 
619/  Wood,  B.  3  Campb.  210.    AbUIof 

(4)  By  the  opinion  of  all  tiie  Judg-  exceptions  was  tendered,  bnt  after- 
cs  in  Hodgson's  case,  MS.  wards  dropped. 


{hi)  In  an  action  of  debt  to  recover  the  penalty  given  by  the  act 
of  Congress  of  May  10,  1800,  for  transporting  slaves  from  one 
foreign  port  or  place  to  another,  aparfoc«^«cnWni9,  after  the  expi- 
ration of  two  years  from  the  commission  of  the  ofience,  without  any 
prosecution  commenced  against  him  was  compelled  to  testify 
against  the  defendant,  although  it  was  objected  that  he  had  >  fled 
from  justice,  and  consequently  was  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  act  of  April  30,  1790,  sect.  32.  Edwards,  J. 
says,  ^*  It  appears  to  me  that  the  witness  is  prima,  facie  protected 
from  prosecution  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  answer  comes 
from  him.  He  says  he  is  not  protected,  because  he  has  fled  from 
Justice.  But  he  ought  not  to  make  his  fleeing  from  justice,  (his 
own  crime,)  a  ground  for  withholding  his  testimony.  At  the  same 
time  the  court  will  tdke  care  that  the  witness  be  not  entrapped. 
The  attorney  will  not  be  allowed  to  say  now  that  the  prosec4jtion 
is  barred  and  thus  obtain  his  testimony ;  and  afterwards  bring  for- 
ward a  prosecution,  and  say  that  he  is  not  barred  because  the  wit- 
ness h?s  fled  from  justice."  The  United  States  v.  Sfruth,  4  Day  123. 
On  the  trial  o(  Burr  for  high  treason,  Marshall,  Ch.  J.  held  that  it 
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Further,  there  are  some  authorities  in  support  of  the 
piosition,  that  a  witness  is  not  compellable  to  declare  his 
own  infamy,  nor  to  confess  what  has  a  direct  tendency  to 
degrade  his  character  (7)«  In  Cooke's  case,  reported  in 
the  State  Trials,  where  a  question  arose,  whether  a  jury- 
man, who  had  been  challenged,  might  be  ea^amined  as  to 
his  having  asserted  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  before  the 
trial,  C.  J.  Treby  *said,  "  You  may  ask  upon  the  voire  *  907 

dire,  whether  he  has  any  interest  in  the  cause,  nor  shall 
we  deny  you  liberty  to  ask,  whether  he  is  qualified  accord- 
ing to  law,  by  having  a  freehold  of  sufficient  value :  but 
that  you  may  ask  a  juror  (1)  or  witness  every  question  that 

C7)  Vid.  dlbtum  bj  Treby,  C.  J.  440.,  on  an  application  to  bail  the 

in  Cooke*!  case,  4  St.  Tr.  748.,  and  prisoner,  the  Court  sdlowed  the  coun- 

br  Pratt,  C.  J.  Tiayer's  case,  6  St.  sel  to  ask  one  of  the  bail,  whether  he 

Tr.  269.  R.  v.  Lewis^  4  Esp.  N.  P.  had  stood  in  the  pillory  for  perjury. 
C.  226.  Macbiide  ▼.  Macbride,  do.        (1)  See  also  Co.  Lit.  158.  b. 
242.— In  R.  T.  Edwards,  4  T.  R. 

was  tbe  province  of  the  court  to.  judge,  whether  any  direct  answer 
to  tbe  question  which  may  be  proposed,  will  furnish  evidence 
against  the  witness.  If  such  answer  may  disclose  a  fact,  which 
forms  a  necessary  and  essential  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony,  which 
would  be  sufficient  to  convict  bim  of  any  crime,  he  is  not  bound  to 
answer  it,  so  as  to  furnish  matter  for  that  conviction.  In  such  case 
the  witness  must  himself  judge  what  his  answer  will  be ;  and  if  he 
says  on  oath,  that  he  cannot  answer  without  accusing  himself,  he 
cannot  be  compelled  to  answer.  The  United  States  v.  Burr^  cited 
2  Esp.  Dig,  New-York  Ed.  406. 

A  bill  in  chanceiy  may  be  filed  for  a  discovery,  against  a  per- 
son charged  with  usury,  but  on  the  discovery  and  re-payment  or 
return  of  the  money,  goods  or  other  things  so  to  be  discovered, 
the  defendant  is  acquitted  from  further  forfeiture  or  penalty.  Laws 
of  NetO'York^  sess.  10.  c.  13.  s.  4.  1  R.  L.  66.  By  the  act  to  pre- 
vent  dueUingt  which  makes  the  giving  or  accepting  a  challenge,  or 
the  fighting  a  duel,  although  no  death  ensue,  a  high  misdemeanour 
in  both  principal  and  seconds,  it  is  declared,  that  any  person  of* 
fending  against  the  act  shall  be  a  competent  witness  against  any 
other  offender,  and  may  be  compelled  to  appear  and  give  evidence, 
but  shall  not  thereby  be  criminated  himself.  Laws  ofNew^York^ 
sess.  36.  c.  45.  s.  4.  2  R.  L.  192. 
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will  not  make  him  criminous,  that  h  too  large.  Men  htne 
been  asked  whether  they  have  been  convicted  and  pardanedfor 
felony^  or  whether  they  have  been  whipped  for  petty  larceny^ 
but  they  have  not  been  obliged  to  answer  ;  for  although  their 
answer  in  the  affirmative  will  not  make  them  criminal,  nor 
subject  them  to  punishment,  yet  they  are  matters  of  infamy, 
and,  if  it  be  an  infamous  things  that  is  enot^h  to  preserve  a 
man  from  being  bound  to  answer.  A  pardoned  man  is  not 
guilty ;  his  crime  is  purged.  But  merely  for  the  reproach 
of  it,  it  shall  not  be  put  upon  him  to  answer  a  question,  where- 
on  he  will  be  forced  to  forswear  or  disgrace  himself.  So, 
persons  have  been  excused  from  answering,  whether  they  have 
been  committed  to  bridewell,  as  pilferers  or  vagrants,  &c* 
yet  to  be  suspected  is  only  a  misfortune  and  shame,  no 
crime.  The  like  has  been  observed  in  other  cases  of 
odious  and  infamous  matters,  which  are  not  crimes  indict- 
able (2)  (a)." 

.  (3)  Cooke's  case,  4  St.  Tr.  748. 

(a)  On  an  indictment  for  larceny  at  the  General  Sessions  of  the 
Peace,  one  Hardy,  on  being  produced  as  evidence  for  the  defend- 
ant was  interrogated  by  the  public  prosecutor,  "  Whether  he  had 
not  been  convicted  of  petit  larceny,  and  whether  he  was  not  then 
in  confinement  under  that  conviction  ?"  The  counsel  for  the  pri- 
soner objected  to  the  question,  insisting  that  the  witness  was  not 
bound  to  answer  it ;  but  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  the 
witness  answering  the  question  in  the  affirmative,  he  was  set  aside 
as  incompetent,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted.  The  case  being 
referred  to  the  Supreme  Court,  by  the  court  below,  for  their  ad- 
vice, it  was  held  that  tlic  proceedings  were  erroneous.  Spencer, 
J.  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  observes  ;  "  It  may  be 
said  that  a  witness  may  be  introduced  unexpectedly,  and  that  a 
party  may  be  surprised  so  far,  as  not  to  have  the  record  of  tonvic* 
tion  ready  to  produce.  This  is  very  probable  ;  but  other  things  are 
to  be  considered  than  the  convenience  or  interest  of  parties.  It  i3 
against  a  fundamental  principle,  that  a  party  shall  accuse  himself 
and  propagate  to  the  remotest  period,  his  own  infamy.  The  declara- 
tion of  the  party  is  not  the  best  evidence  of  which  the  case  is  sus* 
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In  Layer's  case  (3),  on  an  indictment  for  high  treason^ 
the  prisoner  insisted  that  a  witness  should  be  examined  on 
the  voire  dire,  whether  he  had  a  promise  of  pardon,  or 
some  other  reward,  for  swearing  against  him ;  the  point 
was  argued  by  his  counsel,  and  overruled  by  the  court. 
The  Lord  Ch.  J.  Pratt  said,  ^^  You  see,  the  most  you  can 
make  of  it  is,  that  it  is  an  objection  to  his  credit ;  and  if  it 
goes  to  his  credit,  must  he  not  be  sworn,  and  his  credit 
left  to  the  jury  ?  He  must  be  examined  as  a  legal  witness. 
But  if  this  man,  under  expectation  or  promise  of  a  pardon^ 
comes  here  to  swear  that  which  is  not  true,  and  you  would  ask 
him  to  that,  he  is  not  obliged  to  answer  it*  No  body  is  to 
discredit  himself ,  but  always  to  be  taken  to  be  innocent, 
till  it  appear  ^otherwise.     If  they,  who  ask  the  question,  *  30& 

insinucUe  any  thing  like  that,  (namely,  that  the  witness  can 
give  no  evidence  except  what  is  false),  it  ought  not  to  have 
an  answer :  but  if  he  has  a  promise  of  pardon^  if  he  gives 

(3)  6  St.  Tr.  259. 

■ . 

ceptible  ;  and  it  may  be  the  fact,  that  the  party  himself  mistakes 
the  nature  of  his  offence ;  for  we  perceive  that  conspiracy .  and 
even  barratry,  .will  exclude  a  person  from  testifying ;  the  infamy 
of  the  crime,  and  not  the  nature  of  the  punishment,  working  thc^ 
incapacity.  But  the  hardship  of  excluding  such  questions  is  ima- 
ginary. If  the  witness  has  been  convicted  of  an  infamous  crime 
bis  character  is  lost ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  there  are  not 
witnesses,  within  the  reach  of  the  party,  to  prove  the  character  of 
the  witness.  If  the  offence  has  been  committed  long  before;  and 
the  witness  by  his  good  conduct,  has  regained  his  standing  in  so- 
ciety, then  it  affords  no  regret  that  the  party  objecting  to  his  com- 
petency has  not  the  record  of  his  conviction.  On  authority  and 
the  fitness  of  the  rule,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  proceedings  in 
the  court  below  are  erroneous,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness, 
Hardy ^  was  excluded  from  testifying."  Tlie  People  v.  Herrick, 
13  Johns.  Rep,  32.  **  It  is  laid  down  as  an  axiom,  by  almost  all 
the  writers  on  evidence,  that  the  party  who  would  take  advantage 
of  the  exception,  that  a  witness  has  been  convicted  of  the  crimen 
falsi,  must  have  a  copy  of  the  record  of  conviction  ready  to  pro- 
duce in  court"     !bid. 


k 


208  Ontke  Examination  of  WUnesgeg.     [Ch.  & 

true  evidence,  it  is  no  objection  to  his  being  a  witness,  or 
to  his  credit.'^  And  Mr.  Justice  Fortescue  Aland,  refer- 
ring to  a  case  cited,  where  a  similar  point  was  made  and 
overruled,  said,  ^^  The  reason  the  court  gave,  (that  it  was 
improper  to  ask  this  question  in  the  voire  dire)^  was,  that 
if  he  had  this  promise,  such  promise  was  made  either  to 
speak  the  truth,  or  to  speak  a  falsehood ;  tfit  were  h  give 
jtut  and  time  evidence,  there  was,  no  harm  m  it ;  and  if  it  was 
a  promise  of  pardon  for  speaking  what  was  not  tme^  the  mt^ 
ness  was  not  bound  to  answer  that'  questionm^^  It  has  been 
before  mentioned,  that  if  a  witness  is  asked,  whether  he 
has  been  convicted  of  an  offence,  and  admits  the  fact,,  yet 
the  mere  admission  will  not  make  him  incompetent ;  not- 
withstanding that  he  might  be  incompetent,  if  the  convic- 
tion were  legally  proved  by  an  examined  copy  of  the  re- 
cord (1). 

It  has  been  doubted  whether  a  witness  could  be  com- 
pelled to  give  any  evidence  which  might  subject  him  to  a 
civil  action  or  charge  him  with  a  debt  (a).  But  now,  '^.  It 
is  declared  by  stat.  46  G.  3.  c.  37.  that  a  witness  cannot 
by  law  refuse  to  answer  a  question  relevant  to  the  matter 
in  issue,  *  (the  answering  of  which  has  no  tendency  to  ac- 
cuse himself,  or  to  expose  him  to  penalty  or  forfeiture  of 
any  nature  whatsoever),  on  the  ground,  that  the  answering 
of  such  question  may  establish,  or  tend  to  establish,  that 
he  owes  a  debt,  or  is  otherwise  subject  to  a  civil  suit." 
But  the  right,  which  the  parties  to  a  suit  have,  to  refuse  an- 
swering any  question,  is  not  in  any  degree  affected  by  this 
,  statute ;  and,  therefore,  on  a  question  of  settlement,  a  rated 
parishioner  is  not  compellable  by  the  adverse  parish  to 

(1)  See  R.  v.  Teale,  R.  y.  Careinioii,  8apra,p.  34. 

(a)  See  the  opinions  of  the  twelve  judges  of  England  on  a  ques- 
tion referred  to  them  by  the  House  of  Lords.  Eight  of  the  judges 
and  the  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  the  witness  was  bound  to  an- 
swer a  question,  although  his  answer  might  render  him  liable  to  a 
civil  action ;  the  other  four  judges  expressed  a  contrary  opinion. 
See  The  opinions  of  the  twelve  judges  in  1  HalVs  Law  Journal  2S3. 
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give  evidence,  as  he  is  directly  interested  as  party  to  th^ 

^appeal,  and  does  not  come  within  .the  words  or  meaning  *  300 

erf  the  act  (1). 

.1|9witness  can- depose  only  to  such  facts  as  ar^  within 
his  own  recollection.  But  to  assist  his  tnetuory  he  may 
use  a  "written  cniry,  or  memorandum,  or  thfs  copy  of  a  me« 
morandum;  and,  if  afterwards  he  can  positively  swear  to 
the  truth  of  the  fact  there  stated,  such  evidence  will  be 
Bufficient  (a).  But,  if  he  Qan^ot  from  recollection:  speak  to 
the  fact  any  further,  th^n  ajs  finding  it  stated  in  a  wriit^ 
entry,  bis  testimony  wiiliampunt  to  nothing  (2).  •  When  a 

.  witness  hacst  recourse  (o  a  written  meqaoua^ndum  for  the  - 
purpose  of  assisting  hi^  recollection^  thefe*  seems  to  be  ho 
good  reason  ibr.CQnfining  him  to:  ^^^^  yritings  only  as 
were  drawn*  up  at  the  precis^' time  wheh  the  facts  occur- 
red ;  for  one  ^person  may  havti  ^  clear  and  strong  a  recol-  • 
lection,  fro)n.*)ooking  at  a  p&per  wj*itte^  half  a  year  after 
the  lact,  as  another , who 'wrote*  down  the  fact  on  the  very 
tjay  it  happened.  However,  the  entry  oiigh^.  to  have  bee0 
made  by  the  witness  himself,  or,  if.  made  by  another^  ex*^^ 
amined  by  him, -While  Ihafact  wf^  fj-esb  in  his  mentory  (3). 
In  general)  theopmioit  of  a  witness  is  not  evidence  :.he 
most  speak  to  facts.  But  on  questions  of  science  or  tradej 
or  others  of  tb^  same  kind,  persons^  of  skill  oiay  speUk  not 

.  only  as  to  facts;  but  are  allowed  aljSQ  to  give  their  opinions 
in  evidence.  Evidence  of  character,  is  founded  dn  opinion, 
and  the  opinion  of  a  medical  maA  i^  evidence  as  to  the  state 
of  a  patient  (6).     So,  ship-btiildcrs  have  beeji  admitted  to     .   - 

(1)  R.  V.  Inhabitants  of  W^oburh,    v.  Perkins,  3  T.  &.  "fe^    Ttfnner  v. . 
)  East  395.  •  Taylor,  ib,  754.*     H  East  384.  289. 


10 

HoK  C.  J.    Comberb.  4^15.     Doe     112. 


(2)   Sand  well   ▼.   Sand  well,    per        ^3)  Bunx)Ujgfa  T.Martin,  2  Campb. 

ilt,c.  J.   '"       ■      "    ' 


(cr)  Papers  may  be  shown  \o  a  witness  on  \k\fi  examination,  io 
]«fresib  his -memory,  and  enable  him  to  correct  anyjntstake  which 
be  may  have  pref^iously  amde  jn  |;iving  bia  testimony.  Steinhatk 
V.  Cohunlfian  InmraneeComjpp.ny^'^  CainesC  Rep,  131. 

(b)  On  trials  for  murder,  by  poisoning,  the  evidence  of  medical 
men  is  frequently  rcqitircd  to  determine,  whether  the  deceased 

2  wr 
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state  their  opinion  ^  on  the  ^a-wortihines6  of*  a  ship,  from 
a  survey,  which  had  been  t&ken'by  others,  and  at  which 
they  were  not  present  (4).  So,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for 
*  310  .  making  an  embankment,  which  was  sa^d  to  have  *gfltdu* 
'  ally  choaked  up  Wells  harbour,  an  engineer  was  permit- 
ted to  pVove  from  -his  own  eiq)erinieD(s,  what  were  the 
effects  fA  natural  causes  upon  tbatparticuljir  harboiK,  and 
on  otjier  harbours  similarly  .situated  on  the  same  coast, 
and  that  the  removal  of  the  bank  wouM  not,  in  his  opinion^ 
restore  the  h£p*tx>ur  (1).  So,,  where  the*£|ue^tion  is,  whether 
a  seal  has  been  ibrged^se^l  engravers,  may^be  called  to  . 
show  a  difference  beti^eo  a  genuihe  impression  and  that 
supposed  to  be  felse  (2).  •  - 
'  In  CFOssrexaminations,  the  object  of^ which  is  to>ift  evir 
dence,  and  try  the  credibility  of  "the  witnesses,  a  great  1^ 
tkude  is  allowed  in  the'  mode  of  putting  questions*  The 
rule,  howeyerj  is  stiU  subject  to  .certain  linutatio(^s«  A 
witness  cannot  be  cross^exainined  a£»  tp  any  fact,  whkii 
(if  admitted)  woqldbe  colli^teral,  and  whotfy  irrelevant  to 
the'  matter  in  issue,  for  the  purpose  of  conti^dictipg  him  by 
Other  evidence,' (in  case4ie  should  deny*  the  fact),  and  in* 
this  manner  to  discredit  his  testimony  (3) ;  and  if  the  wit- 
oess  answeis  suc^  an  irrelevant  question  before  it  is  dis- 
allowed or  withdrawn,  evidenee  cannot  afterwards  be  ad-^ 
.  mittjE^d  to  contradict  his  testimony  on  -the  collateral  mat' 
ter(4).  In  the  application  of  this  rule,  the  principal  thing 
to  be  considered  wHl  be,  whether  the  question  is  irrdtvant 

(4)  Tbprnton  v.  Royal  Eaf  h.  Ass,  _       (2)  Per  Ld.  Mansfield  in  Folkee  r. 
Compaoy,    Pefl4fe  N.    P.    C.  -2S*     Ch«Mi,  ib. 
Chaurand  t«  Angersteiq,  ib.  41.  -  (3)  ^Kbelev  v.  De  WiUot,  7  East 

(1)  Folkes  V.  Chad,  IjiiS,  MS.     108. 
cited  b^  Bofler,  J.  in  GoodUtl^  t.        (4)  Harrie  ▼.  TvppO^  9  Campb. 
Braham,  4  T.  R.  498.  639S 


>  . 


came  to  his  .death  h'y  po^a.  This  subject  is  discussed  in  1 
M^Naily  329 — 336,  -  Where  the  opinions  of  physicians  are  given 
in  evidence,  the  facts-on  wbieb  they  ground  their  opinions  muat 
be  stated.  Dickinson  v.  Barber,  9  Mius.  Rq^.  226.  Haihomi'' 
.otker$  v.  King,  8  Mass.  Rep.  371. 
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to  the  points  in  issue  between  tHe  parties.  .  Ih.  an  action 
for  usuiy,  it  would  be  entirely  immaterial  and  irrelevant    / 
lo  cross-examine  the  wi^ess  respecting  other  conti'act& 
supposed  to  have  been  macfe  by  the  defendant,  unlesS;the 
witness  had  first  said  that  the  c6ntraas  were  the  same  ; 
and  that,  was  the  point  in^the  case  of  Spencely  v.  De  Wil- 
tot.     So,  .it  would  be  irrelevant  to  ask  a  witness  in  cross- 
examination,  whether  he-  had  not  attempted  to  dissuade 
another  witness  Hrom  attending  the  trial  (5). '    But  it  is  not 
irrelevant  on  the  trial  of  a  prisoner,  to  ck*oss-exaniin'e  *tbc  ''      ♦211 
5Vitness  to  (his  point,  whether,;  in  consequence  of  being 
chargefd  with  robbing  the  prisoner;  he  had  not  said  that  he 
i^ould  be  revenged  iipon'him,&c«  ;'aQd  if  the  witness  should' 
deny  halving  used  such'  a  threat,  evidence  may  be  givien  to  . 
contrsidict  him(l).  -* 

When  a  witness  has  been  once  ^worn  lo  give  evidence,  ' 
the  other  party  liay  Cfosc-examine  him;  thpnghiie  gav^  no  . 
evidence  fbr  the  party  that  called  him  (2).  -Apd  it  is  re- 
ported  to  have  been  ruled  at  nisiprius,  ;bat  if-  a  witness 
has  been  once  e;xamined  by  a  partyj-tbe  privilege  of  cross- 
^xaminatidn  continiieis  in  every  stage 'of  the  cause;  so, 
that  the  oilier  party  may  call  thc\same  wilhess  to  prove  his 
case,  and  in  examining  him  may  ask  leading  qupsliens,(3)* 
In  the  ca^e  referred  to,  the  .witness  mfght-  possibly  have 
shown  a  strotog  bias  in  favour  of  the  first  party  that  called 
hiih,"and  oii  ihis  account  pci'hapa  a^  greater  scope  was 
granted  to  the  adverse  party  than  is^usyally  allowed.  Il 
may  happen,  on  the  other  hand,  that  thie  plaintiff  calls  a 
witness,  unwillingly  and  from  mere  necessity,  knowing  him 
to  be  favourable  to  the  other  side  :*in  such  a  case,  to  allow 
the  defendant,  on  calling  bim  up  afterwards  as  his*  own  wit- 
.ness,  to  put  leading  questions,  would  be  giving  him  an  un* 
reasonable. advantage;  on  the  contrary,  the  court  might  . 
perhaps  be  induced  to  hivest  the  plaintiff's  counsel  with 


(5)  Hartit  v.  Tippet,  2  £ampb.  (S)  Phttips  y.  Earner,  1  Esp.  N>'  P. 

«37.            '                     "  C.  357/ 

(1)  Tewm^8  caM,  2  Campb.  d38.  (3)  Dickiiuoii  f.  Sbee,  4  £^.  N« 

u*  bcXore  Lawrence,  J,  P«  C.  67. 
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some  of  the  powers  of  c)*oss*exaiBinatiqn,  at  the  same  tiiae' 
.  that  it  would  piobably  oblige  the  defendant's  counsel  to 
teeki  such  a  witDess  strictly  as  his  own,  and  confine  him 
wkhin  the  liQiit^  of  an  examination  in  chief  (a)#  If  oiie 
party  calls  foi>'the  other  party^s  books,  but,  when  they  are 
produced,  decUocs  usii>g  thim,  the  mere  calling  for-them  . 
will  not  make  them  evidence  for  the  adverse  par(y  (4)  (fr)v 

(4)  Sajrer  V.  Kitchen^  1  ^ep.  N.  P,  d.  210.     • 


• 


'>«  f 


'(a)  It  has  been  decided  that  when  a  partj  cr6ss-examihes  a  wit- 
ness, he  makjps  h  jm  as  much  bi^  own,  as  if"  be  himself  had  called 
him,  and 'that  thcirefore  be.  coold  not  introduce  tfarbugb  hioi  any 
pnlof  which  would  not  have  been  legal,  badjbe  witness  been  ori^ 
ginally  produced  xn  bis  helmlf ;  for  in^tanc^  he  cannot  give  parol 
proof,  by  the  witness,  of  the  contents  of  avwritiag,  without  daoW'r 
ing  notice  to  produce  it.  Jackson  d.  Fan  Styifk  ^othen  y.  Sonj  2 
Cat)k?ii'  Rep.  171^.    ' 

The  examination  of  witnesses,  says  Tilgbman^  C.  J.  is  to  be 
conducted  iji  such  a  manner  as  to  discover^ the  truth  without  taking 
any  unfair  advantage.  Tbe  party  who  calls  the  witness  examines 
him  first,  he  is  thcti  cross -exdmined^ by  the  opposite  party,  after 
which,  if  neces§ary,  the  party  who  produced  him  may  examine  him 
again.  The  mouth-of  the  witness  is  not  to  be  closed  because  the.' 
counsel  omitted  to  ask  a  material  question)  at  first.  It  may  be  ne* 
cessapy,  in  order -to  come  ai  the- truth  of  tbo  case,  to  erarorne  hini 
As  to  new  matter,  and  ,a(ler*that,-  there  may  be  a  second  cross-ex- 
amination. The  courts  at  theif  discretibn,  may  permit  awitnen  ' 
to  be  examined  by  eithev-'party,  over  and  Qver  again,  at  ^ny  time 
during  the  trial.  But  they' will  fake  care  to  exercise  thisdiscre* 
lion,  so  as  nqt  to  suffer  any  advai\tage.tD  be  gained  by  trick. or  arti- 
fice. If  the  plaintiff  should  declare  that  he  bad  finished  his  testi- 
mony,  in  consequence  of  which  the  defendant  should  disniiss  some 
of  his  witnesses,  and  then  the  plaintiff  should  offer  to  produce  new 
testimony,  Which  might  perhaps  have  be^  contradicted  by  the  wit- 
nesses vrfao  bad  been  dismissed,  the  court  would  not  suffer  him  to 
avail  himself  of  siich  disingenuous  conduct.  Curren  v.  Comiery^  5 
Bifiney  488.  -Vidie Richardson  v.  Lessee^/ Stewart,  4  Binney  193*' 

{h)  Vide  Larrrence  ^  •  Whitney  v.  Fan  Home  4*  Clarkson^  1 
Catnes^'Rep.  276.  Kenny  V.  Clarksoni'  Vctn  ifortic,  1  Johns.  Rep. 
386. 
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jK  raary^  said- Lord  Keayo6,  be  master  of  jpbservation  to  the 
^un^elon  the  other  side<  that  the.  entries  in  the  bo<^ '    • 

•.  ^vere  io- favour  of /his  client,  but  cannot  entitle  him  to        '*219 
offer  the  books  in  evidence -to  the  juxy.    If,  haweverj  the 
paHy  wh<;^.ba&  called  for  die  books,  inspects  them,  h^ 
thereby  make«  them  evidence  fdr  (he'*j|ther  party,  although  - 
h^  has  not  used  .them'  himself. in  evidence  (1).     Where 
books-  are  refused,  it  is  a  suspicious  circumstance,  and     .    / 
open  to  much  observation^  but  it  will  i^ot  he  conchtsive 

.  against  the  party.   \'      \     .   .    ^. ,     *  \   '  . 

There,  are  several  veays  of  impeaching  the  credit  of  a       ; 
witness;     1.  The  party,  against  whoof^ A  witl^ess  is. calledi   . 
may  disprove  the  facts  slated  by  him, !  or  may  examine 
Other  tvifnes^es,  as  to  his  general  character :  but  diey  "wi]] 

'  not  be  allowed  to  speak  to  particular  facts  or  parts., of  his 
conduct (2);  for,  "though  every  man  is  supposed' to  be 
capable  of  supporting  the  one^  it  is  hot  likely  that  fa€  should   . 

'  be  prepared  to  answer,  the  other  .iVitl^out  notice  5"  and,         * 
even  if  he  should  happen  to  be  prepared  {o  defi^nd  himself,    * 
such  evidcnccr  would  generally  afibrd  ^a  very  slight  and 
imperfect  test  of  jhis  credibility.     The  regular  ihod^  is,  't6 
inquire .  whethec  they  have  the*  means  of  knowing^  the 

:  ibrmer  witne$s^s  general  character^ andw^tl^er  from  suciv 
knowledge,  they  would  beli|^v)^.  him  on  \ns  oath  (3).  In 
answer  to  sych  ev^idence  agaihsf  chiSiFat;ter,  the  other  paf ty  . 
may  cross-examine  the  witnesses  as  to  ,their  means  of 
knowledge;  or  may  attack  their  general  character, 'ant( 
by.  fresh  evidence  support  th^  character  of  his  own  witness. 
2.  The  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached^  by.  proof 
that  he  has  made.staioments  but  of  court  (a),  on  the  same 
sutgdct^  contrary  to'Vyhat  he  sWears  att.the  ti-ial  (4).    A  let- 


(1)  Wharam  ▼.  RouUege,  5  Esp.  cmc,  4  St,  Tr.  693.    Mawson  r. 

N.  P.  C.  235.             *  Hartwnk,  4  Eap.  N.  P.  C.  lOJ.      J 

(f^  Bull.  N.  P.  39G.  (4)  De  Saillj  ▼; Morgan,  2  Esp. 

n)  t^er  Holt,  C.  J.  in  Rock#ood»g  N.  P.  C.  691. 


(a)  Vide  Staie  t.  J^arriB^  1  Haifw.43S, 
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ter,  thcrefbre,  written  by  him  (6),'  or  a  deposition  signed    . 
by  him,  may  be  used  as  evidence  to  contradict  his  testimo- 
ny ;  but  a  conviction  before  a  ma^sti^te,  purporting  to,  s^t  ' 
*  213  out  the  ^deposition  x>f  a  witness,  is  not  evidence  for  thi» 

puDpo^e  (1)  (a).  Id  answer  to  such  evidence,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  corroborating  (he  testimony  of  the  witness,  the 
Ch.  B.  Oiibert  is  of  opiiftkni  th^  the  part^who  called  him, 
may  show  that  he  affirmed  the  sitoie  thing  before  on  other 
occasion«,.'and  that.he  is  still  X3<3nsistent  vFith  him^i^lf  (3)  (&)•'  . 

If  an  attesting  witness  to  a  wili  or  deed  impeach  its  va- 
lidity on  the  grduiul  of  fraud,  and^ceuse  otfater  subscribing 
witnesses, .  who  are  dead,  -of  being  accomplices  iti  the  fraud, 
the  party  claiming  under  the  instrument  may  give  evidence 
of  their  gpneral  good  charactei*.  FoV,  if  livmg^  they  might  . 
'  be  produced  as  witnesses,. and  their  character  would  then 
appear  in  cross-examination ;  and  after  their  death  an  op- 
portunity ought  ta  begiveti)  to  8h<)w  what  credit  is  to  be 

•  •  -  ■ 

(1)  R.  V.  Howe,  6  Esp.  N.  F.  C.  -<%i^,  .which  would  not  now  be  aIIow- 
135.    1  Campbl  461.  S.  C.  ed  ;  and  it  is  doubted  in  BuUpr's  N. 

(2)  Glib.  Ev.  43^.     See  Lutterel^    P.,  p.  904.,  whether  it  n  good  eyl- 
V.  Reynell,  1  Mod. ^^^,  where  thi9    dence  in  rtpi^. 

•  confiraaatoryevidence  was  offered  in     ,  - 


-J -.- 


(6)  Vide  poker  ^  RowUon  y\  ^mold^  3  Catnes^  Rep.  279.  It 
is  for  the  jury  to  determine  which  is  entitled  to  most  credit,  the  wit- 
ness on  his  oath«  or  the  testimony  adduced  t^  contradict  him.  ibid. 
The  evidencevStated  jn  a  case  made  on  a  fonher  trial  cannot  b^ 
adroKt^jd  to  impeach  the  testimonj  of  the  same  witness  ^iven  on  a 

'second  trial  of  the, same  ^ause.  -  J^eiUon  <{*  others  y.  Oolumbian 
Insuran^  Company ,1  Johns.  Rep.  301.  , 

'(a)  It  has  been  held  that  the  oredit  of  a  witness  maj  he*  im- 
peached, by^showing^at  the  time' the  facts  sworn  to  ioclk  place,  he 
was  intoxicated.     Tuttle  y.  Rusael^  t  Day.  201. 

{hi)  A  deed  from  a  defendant  in  ejectment  to*  a  third  person  sub* 
8e<]|uenl.  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  may  be  read  in*  evidence 
upon  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  in  order  to  support  the  credit  of  a 
witness,  who  had  sworn  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  and 
whose  credit  had  been  impeached,    Rkhairdion  v.  Stewart^s  Lef" 

.  tee,  4  £titiM^  198. 
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attadied  to  their  attestatioD  (-3).  But  ia  a  case,  where  a 
witness  for.  the  plaintiff  assexts  one  thing,  aUdd  a  witness  for. 
the  defendant  disserts  another,  'and  direct  fraud  is  not  im- 
puted  .to  either,  evidence  to  gaAei;^!  dmra^cter  is  not.admis- 
8ible(4).  ^  . 

.  A  party  will  not  be  pei'fiitted  (o  pi'oduce  general  evi- 
dence to  discredit  his  own  witness. .  ^^  This,^'  says  Mr*  J*  * 
BuUer,  ^^  would  •eoable  hioi-  to  destroy  the  witness  if  ^he 
spoke  against  him,  and  to  makii  him  a  good  witness  if  he 
spoke  for<him^  with,  the  i^oiuifi  in  bis.  hand  of  destroying  • 
his  credit  if  he  spoke  against  him  (3).^''  Th.^  meaning  of 
this  rule  is,  that  a  party  cannot  {H*ove  his*  own  witness  to 

^  be  of  such  a  general  bad  ^haracter^  a^  would  make  him  un- 
worthy of  credit  (c)«  if  he  knew  the  infamy  of  Us  charac-* 
ter,  he  was  practising  a  fraud  upon  the  court  in  producing .    .    ' 

^  him  as  a  witness.  •  But  if  a  witness  unexpectedly  give 
^evidence  against  the.  party  that  called  .him,  another  witness  -  *  214 
may  be  called  to  prove  those  facts  otherwise ;  as,  where  the 
question  was,  whether  the  defendant's  servant,  who  had  '- 
been  employed  to  sell  a  horse,  bad  warranted  him  Sound, 
he  swore,  on'  being  called  by  .the  i#Siintfff,  that  he  had  not 
given,  any  warranty ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  allowed  the 
plaintiff  to  call  another  witness  to  prove,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  sale'he  had  expressly  warranted  its' soundness.  Thete 
can  be  no  rule  of  la\v;',  by  which  the  truth  on  such  an  occa- 
sion is  to  be  shutout,  and  justice  perverted  (1). 

« 

(3)  Doe dem.  Walker v.StepteB-        (6)  BuD.  N.  P.  2^7. 

son,  3  Esp.  N..  P.  0. 1284.,  4  Elsp.  N.  (1)  Alexander  v.  Gibsm,  SCampb. 

P.  C.  50;  cited  and  approved  in  1  656.    Bull/N.  P.  397. 
,  Campb.  410.  ,    \ 

(4)  Bp.  of  Darfaam  v.  Beaumont,  \ 

1. Campb.  ^.  ,  *•       .    • 

(c)  So,  the  party  first  calling  a  witness  caoflot  object  to  bis  tes; 
limony,  that  he  was  interested.  JDen  i.  Farrar  v.  HamUton^ 
TayL  14. 
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CHAP.  rx. 

i 

Ofi  Bills  of  Encceptions,  and.  Demurrers  to  Evidence. 

Ths  competency  of  witnesses  and  .the  admissibilitjr.  of 
evidence  are  ^o  be  decided  by  the  judge  who  tries  the 
cause,  and  from  tiis  judgment  theri  is^an'  appeal,  by  a  bill 
of  exceptions.  t 

Bia  of  ex-  ^^  common  law,  a  writ  of  error  could  not  be  brought 
ceptioiu.  for  any  error  in  law,  which  did  not  appear  on  the  record ; 
and  therefore  where  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  alleged  any 
thing  ore  tenus,  whioh  was  overruled  by  the  judge,  the 
•  party  aggrieved  had  no  redress  (2).  To  remedy  this  de- 
fect, it  was  enacted  by  stat.  13  Ed.  1.  s.  31.  "if  one,  im- 
pleaded before  any  of  the  justices,  allege  an  exception, 
praying  that  the  justices  will  allow  it,  that,  Tf  they  will  not, 
and  if  he  write  the  exception  and  require  the  justices  to  put 
their  seals  to  it,  the  justices  shall  do  so,  and  if  one  will  not, 
another  shall  (a)."    -  * 

(2)  2  Inst.  496. 

: ^ — r— : ■ 

(a)  The  New- York  statute  is  in  almost  the  same  words.  Sess.  16. 
G.  4.  s.  6v  1  R.  L.  326*  In  Viiginia  it  is  required  that  the  bill  of 
exceptions  should  be  signed  by  the  greater  {>art  of  the  justices  pre- 
sent.    3  Hen.  fy  Mun.  224. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  ought  to  be  upon  some  point  of  law,  either 
in  admitting  or  denying  of  evidence,  or  a  challenge,  or  some  mat- 
ter of  law  arising  upon  a  fact  not  denied,  in  which  either  party  is 
.  overruled  by  the  court ;  if  such  bill  be  tendered  and  the  exceptions 
in  it  are  truly  stated,  then  the  justices  ought  to  set  their  seal,  in 
testimony  that  such  exceptions  were  taken  at  the  trial ;  but  tf  the 
bill  contain  matters  false,  or  untniely  stated,  or  matters  wherein 
they  were  not  overruled,  they  are  not  obliged  to  affix  the  seal.  A 
bill  of  exceptions  is  not  to  draw  the  whole  matter  in  examination 
again,  it  is  only  for  a  single  point,  and  the  truth  of  it  can  never  be 
doubted  after  the  bill  is  sealed,  for  the  adverse  party  is  concluded 


Ch^  9.]  end  Demurrers  to  Evidence.  214 

This  statute  extends  to  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  the  ie.^ 
fendant  (3),  and  to  a  trial  at  bar  as  well  as  at  nisi  pr)us(4)< 
*But  it  has  been  doubted,  whether  it  extends  to  criminal  ^1^ 

cases.  Lord  Coke,  in  his  exposition  of  the  statute,  states 
that  it  extends  to  all  actions,  real,  personal,  and  mixed ; 
but  of  criminal  cases  he  makes  no  mention.  In  the  case  of 
Sir  H.'  Vane  (1),  who  was  tried  for  high  treason,  the  court 
refused  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions,  '^  because,^'  they  said, 
^^  criminal  cases  were  not  within  the  statute,  but  only  ac-* 
tions  between  party  and  party."  From  this  authority  Mr* 
Sergt.  Hawkins  infers  only,  that  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  not 
allowable  on  an  indictment  for  treason  or  felony  (3). 
^*  Whether  a  bill  lies  not  in  any  criminal  case,"  said  Lord 

(3)  2  Inst.  427.  (1)  1  Lev.  68 ;  Kel.  15.  S.  C. ;  1 

(4)  Thnnton  v.  Stafford,  3  Salk.    Sid.  85.  S.  C. 

166  ;  Adm.  per  Cur.  in  Duchess  of        (2).F1.  Cr.  b.  2.  c.  46.  s.  210. 
OraftOD  V.  Holt,  Skin.  364.     R.  v. 
SmiUi,  2  Show.  287.,  contra. 

from  averring  the  contrary,  or  supplying  an  omission  in  it.  Bridge 
man  4*  Holtj  Slunv,  Par.  Ca.  120.  Bac.  Ahr.  Bill  of  Exceptions. 
Graham  v.  Cammanny  2  Catnes^  Rep,  168.  5  Johns.  Rep.  467^ 
8  Johns,  Rep.  607.  All  discussions  must  be  confined  to,  and  no 
notice  can  be  taken  of,  matter  not  appearini;  on  the  ^ce  of  the  bill 
of  exceptions.  B  East  2m.  2  Do//.  38.  422.  n.  2  Binney  WB.  A 
bill  of  exceptions  will  lie  to  the  opinion  of  the  judge  in  his  charge 
to  the  jury.  Svnith  v.  Carringtany  4  Cranch  68.  The  exception 
must  be  insisted  on  at  the  trial,  and  is  waived  *by  delay  ;  the  sta- 
tute indeed  appoints  no  time,  but  the  nature  and  reason  of  the 
thing  requires  the  ^ception  should  be  reduced  to  writing  when 
taken  and  disallowed  ;  not  that  it  need  be  drawn  up  in  form  ;  but 
the  substance  must  be  reduced  to  writing  while  the  thing  is  trans- 
acting,  because  it  is  to  become  a  record.  Wright  v.  Sharps  1 
Salk.  288.  Sikes  v.  Ransom^  6  Johns.  Rep.  279.  Gardner  v. 
Baillie^  1  Bos.  fy  Ptd.  32.  A  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  after  the 
jury  have  returned  into  court  with  their  verdict,  but  before  it  is 
delivered,  is  in  season  to  any  exception  to  the  charge  of  the  judge, 
but  not  as  to  any  question  of  evidence  arising  at  the  trial.  Lanuse 
V.  Barker y  10  Johns.  Rep.  312.  Jones  v.  Insurance  Company  of 
North  America,  4  D(tU.  249.  S.  C.  1  Binney  38. 

.2k 
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Hardwicke,  "  is  a  point  not  settled  (3)."     It  was  allowed 
in  the  case  of  the  King  against  Lord  Paget  and  others,  on 
an  indictment  for  a  trespass  (4),  and  also  on  an  informa- 
tion in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  (5).   But  Liord  Hard- 
wicke, in  the  case  before  referred  to,  after  saying  "  that 
he  had  known  a  bill  of  exceptions  allowed  in  informations 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  which  are  civil  suits  for  the 
king^s  debt,"  added,  "  it  has  never  been  determined  to  lie 
in  mere  criminal  proceedings  in  other  courts  (6)."    A  bill 
of  exceptions  cannot  be  allowed  by  the  justices  of  the 
peace  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  on  the  hearing  of  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  (7)  (a).     It  can  be  used  only 
on  a  writ  of  error,  and  therefore  where  a  writ  of  error  will 
not  lie,  there  cannot  be  a  bill  of  exceptions  (8)  (6). 
Demurrer  to      A  demurrer  to  evidence  is  a  proceeding,  by  which  the 
cTideDce.       judges,  whose  province  it  is  to  determine  questions  of  law, 
are  called  upon  to  declare  what  the  law  is  upon  the  facts 
in  evidence.     And  it  is  analogous  to  the  demurrer  upon 
facts  alleged  in  pleading  (9). 
*  216  *When  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  has  been  estab- 

lished, the  question,  how  far  it  conduces  to  the  proof  of  the 
fact,  which  is  to  be  ascertained,  is  not  for  the  judge  to  de- 

(3)  R.  V.  Inhabitants  of  Preston,        (7)  See  (3). 

Rep.  temp.  Hard.  251.  (8)  Ball.  N.  P.  318. 

(4)  1  Leon.  5.  ^9)  See  the  judgment  ofEyre,  C. 
(&)  R.  V.  H logins  and  others,  1    J.  in  Gibson  and  Johnson  v.  Hunter, 

Ventr.  366.  2  H.  Bl.  205,  206. 

(6)  Rep.  temp.  Hard.  261. 


(a)  In  ail  cases  of  appeals  to  the  sessions  from  an  order  of  jus- 
tices, no  bill  of  exceptions  lies.  Sweet  v.  Overseers  of  ClinUm^  3 
Johns*  Rep,  S3. 

(b)  By  a  statute  of  the  state  of  New -York,  sess.  36,  c.  3.  s.  4.  1 
R.  L.  319.,  a  bill  of  exceptions  upon  issues  in  the  Supreme  Court 
Is  to  be  returned  at  the  next  term  by  the  justice,  who  puts  his  seal 
thereto  as  a  witness,  and  the  Supreme  Court  shall  give  judgment  to 
allow  or  disallow  the  exception,  and  may  grant  a  new  trial  in  their 
discretion,  and  the  bill  of  exceptions  and  judgment  thereon  being 
nade  matter  of  record,  a  writ  of  error  may  be  brought. 
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cide,  but  for  the  jury  exclusively.  And  when  the  jury  have 
ascertained  the  fact,  if  a  question  arises,  whether  the  fact 
thus  ascertained  maintains  the  issue  joined  between  the 
parties,  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  law  arising  upon 
the  fact  is  in  favour  of  one  or  other  of  the  parties,  that 
question  is  for  the  judge  to  decide  (1).  Ordinarily,  he 
declares  to  the  jury  what  the  law  is  upon  the  fact  which 
they  find,  and  then  they  compound  their  verdict  of  the  law 
and  fact.  But  if  the  party  wishes  to  withdraw  from  the 
jury  the  application  of  the  law  to  the  fact,  and  all  considera- 
tion of  what  the  law  is  upon  the  fact,  he  then  demurs  in 
law  upon  the  evidence  (2). 

It  is  reasonable  that  either  party  should  have  such  a 
power  of  referring  to  the  court  to  decide  what  the  inference 
of  law  is  upon  the  facts  5  as  the  jury  may  refuse  to  find  a 
special  verdict,  in  which  case  the  facts  would  not  appear 
on  the  record.  On  the  other  hand,  as  it  is  the  peculiar 
province  of  the  jury,  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  facts  and  the 
credibility  of  witnesses,  the  party  ought  not  to  be  allowed, 
by  a  demurrer  to  evidence,  or  any  other  means,  to  refer 
the  trial  of  such  questions  to  another  tribunal.  A  demur- 
rer must  therefore  admit  the  truth  of  all  facts,'  which  the 
jury  might  find  in  favour  of  the  other  party,  upon  the  evi- 
dence laid  before  them,  whatever  the  nature  of  that  evi- 
dence may  be,  whether  of  record,  or  in  writing  (3),  or  by 
parol  (4)  (a).  According  to  Alleyn's  report  of  the  case  of 
Wright  V.  Pindar,  it  was  resolved,  "  that  he  that  demurs 
upon  the  evidence  ought  to  confess  the  whole  matter  of 
fact  to  be  true,  and  not  refer  that  to  the  j«idgment  of  the 
court ;  and  if  the  matter  of  fact  be  uncertainly  alleged, 
or  that  it  be  doubtful  whether  it  be  true  or  no,  because  of- 
fered to  be  *proved  only  by  presumptions  or  probabilities,  *  217 
and  the  other  party  demurs  thereupon,  he  that  alleges  this 

(1)  2  H.  Bl.  205.  (3)  Baker's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  104. 

(2)  lb.  (4)  Wright  V.  Pindar,  AWeyn  18. 

-  ■        —  1. 

(o)  Vide  Hurst  v,  Dippo,  J  DalL  20, 
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matter  cannot  join  in  demurrer  with  him,  but  ought  to  pray 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  he  may  not  be  admitted  to 
his  demurrer,  unless  he  will  confess  the  matter  of  the  fact 
to  be  true  (a).^^  And  now  it  is  an  established  rule,  that,  in 
a  demurrer  to  circumstantial  evidence^  the  party  offering 
the  evidence  is  not  obliged  to  join  in  demurrer,  unless  the 
party  demurring  will  distinctly  admit  upon  the  record 
every  fact  and  every  conclusion,  which  the  proposed  evi** 
dence  conduces  to  prove  ( I  )• 

If,  in  an  information,  or  any  other  suit,  evidence  be  giv« 
en  for  the  king,  and  the  defendant  offers  to  demm"  upon  it, 

(1)  Gibson  and  Johnson  v.  Hunter,  2  H,  Bl.  187. 

(a)  Every  inference,  which  the  jury  might  fairly  have  drawn 
from  the  evidence,  in  favour  of  the  party  offering  it,  will  on  a  de- 
IDurrer  to  evidence  be  considered  as  admitted.    Coeksedge  v.  Fon- 
shaw^  1  Doug,  119.  Patricks.  Ludlow^  SJohfu.Cases  10.  Forhet 
,  V.  Churchy  Id,  159.     Steinback  v.  Columbian  Insurance  Compang^ 

2  Cadnes^  Rep.  134.  Smith  v.  Steinback^  2  Catnee*  Cases  in  Error 
158.  LeiMns  v.  Few,  5  Johns.  Rep.  29.  Snowden  v.  Pheanx  In* 
surance  Cofnpany,  3  Binney  457.  Stephens  v.  White^  i  Wa^  203. 
In  Paulding  4>  others  v.  The  United  States^  4  Craned  219.,  Mar- 
shall, Ch.  J.  states  the  doctrine  on  this  point  in  these  words :— * 
'-  The  party  demurring  admits  the  truth  of  the  testimony  to  which 
he  demurs,  and  also  those  conclusions  of  fact  which  a  jury  may 
fairly  draw  from  that  testimony.  Forced  and  violent  inferences 
he  does  not  admit ;  but  the  testimony  is  to  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  him,  and  such  conclusions  as  a  jury  might  justifiably  draw, 
the  court  ought  to  draw."  In  Patrick  v.  Hallett  ^  Bowne^  1  Jokns^ 
Rep.  241.,  Livingston,  J.  says  ; — *•  If  there  were  any  evidence, 
now,  from  which  a  jury  might  have  drawn  this  conclusion,"  (that 
the  vessel  was  seaworthy)  "  it  must  be  considered  as  admitted 
by  the  demurrer,  and  that  too,  without  any  scrupulous  inquiry, 
whether  such  inference  would  be  correct  or  not,  for  courts  should 
not  encourage  this  practice.  It  is  not  only  productive  of  considera- 
ble delay  and  expense,  but  unless  all  inferences  are  admitted, 
which  a  jury  might  have  drawn,  judges,  instead  of  confining  them- 
selves within  their  province  of  deciding  on  questions  of  law,  will 
also  become  triers  of  every  matter  of  fact." 
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the  king^s  counsel  cannot  be  compelled  to  join  in  demurrer, 
but  in  such  case  the  Court  ought  to  direct  the  jury  to  find 
the  special  matter ;  and,  upon  that,  they  shall  adjudge  the 
law  (2). 

When  all  matters  of  fact  are  admitted,  the  case  is  ripe 
for  judgment  in  matter  of  law  upon  the  evidence,  and  may 
then  be  properly  withdrawn  from  the  jury ;  and  being 
entered  on  ^record,  it  will  remain  for  the  decision  of  the 
judges  (3)* 

The  whole  proceeding  upon  a  demurrer  to  evidence  is 
under  the  control  and  direction  of  the  judge  at  nisi  prius, 
or  of  the  Court  on  a  trial  at  bar.  The  Count,  said  Mr.  J. 
Doddridge  in  the  case  of  Worsley  v.  Filisker  (4),  may 
deny  and  hinder  a  party  firom  demurring,  by  overruling  the 
matter  in  demurrer,  if  it  seem  to  them  to  be  clear  in  law. 
And  in  that  case  the  Court  did  overrule  the  demurrer,  and 
left  the  case  to  the  jury  (6). 

r2)  5  Co.  Rep.  104.  (4)  2  RoO.  Rep.  119.  BuD.  N.  P. 

~   2H.B1.208.  314. 


{b)  Vide  Wroe  v.  WcMnglfm  ^  otheny  1  Wa^  367.    Harri- 
$cn  V.  Brocky  1  Mun.  22. 
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PART  THE  SECOND. 


ON    WRITTEN    EVIDENCE. 


The  preceding  chapters  having  treated  of  the  competency 
of  witnesses,  and  of  parol  or  unwritten  evidence,  it  is  now 
proposed  to  inquire  into  the  several  kinds  of  written  evi- 
dence. 

Writings  are  either  public  or  private.  Some  public 
writings  are  of  record  ;  others  not  of  record.  And  public 
writings  not  of  record,  may  be  distinguished  into  such  as 
are  of  a  judicial  character,  and  such  as  are  of  a  public  na- 
ture, but  not  judicial.  In  this  order  it  is  proposed  to  treat 
of  the  several  kinds  of  written  evidence  ;  and  to  consider, 
first,  in  what  cases  they  are  admissible ;  and,  secondly^  if 
admitted,  how  they  ought  to  be  proved. 


CHAP.  L 
Of  Acts  of  Parliament M 

lUcords.       Records  are  the  memorials  of  the  legislature,  and  of  the 
King's  courts  of  Justice  (a) ;  and  they  are  considered  of 

(a)  That  the  proceeding  of  a  court  may  have  the  effect  of  a  re- 
cord, it  must  be  enrolled  :  thus,  where  on  an  issue  of  nul  tiel  re- 
cord, ajudgment  was  produced,  and  to  rebut  that  evidence  the  plain- 
tiff  produced  a  rule  setting  aside  the  judgment  for  irregularity,  the 
court  held  that  the  writing  on  the  minutes  could  not  be  received  as 
evidence  against  the  record.  The  Court  say ;  **  It  appears  to  be 
contrary  to  all  the  well  settled  technical  rules  upon  the  subject  to 
give  the  entry  that  effect.  A  record  imports  verity  and/:an  only 
\^  tried  by  itself.    The  vacatur  ought  to  be  enrolled  or  entered  of 
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such  authority,  that  no  evidence  is  allowed  to  contradict 
them  (1)  (6).  Thus,  if  a  verdict,  finding  several  issues^ 
were  to  be  produced  in  evidence,  the  opposite  party  would 
not  be  allowed  to  show  that  no  evidence  was  offered  on  one 
of  the  issues,  and  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  indorsed 
on  the  postea  by  mistake  (3).  So,  where  the  declaration 
stated  that  a  precept  issued,  directed  to  the  matfor  of  a  bo- 
rough, *and,  on  producing  the  precept,  it  appeared  to  have  *  210 
been  written,  thus,  ^'  to  the  mayor  and  cwnmonalty^'^  but 
the  two  latter  words  had  been  struck  through  with  a  pen, 
the  court  refused  to  admit  evidence,  that  those  words  had 
not  been  obliterated,  when  the  precept  was  delivered  and 
returned  (1).  An  officer,  who  has  the  care  and  custody  of 
records,  may  be  examined  as  to  their  condition,  though  he 
cannot  be  examined  as  to  their  matter  or  contents  (2). 

A  record,  then,  is  conclusive  proof,  that  the  decision  or 
judgment  of  the  Court  was,  as  is  there  stated :  and  evi- 
dence to  contradict  it  will  not  be  admitted*  But  it  will 
not  be  conclusive  as  to  the  truth  of  allegations,  which 
were  not  material  nor  traversable  (3).  Thus,  for  example, 
a  party  will  not  be  estopped  from  averring,  in  an  action  of 
debt  on  a  bond,  that  the  bond  was  made  at  A.,  though  in  a 

(1)  Co.  Lit.  117.  b.  260.  a.  Gilb.  (2)  Leighton  t.  Leighton,  1  Str. 
Eir.5.     Bull.  N.  P.  321.  210. 

r2)  Reed  v.  Jackson,  1  East  355.        (3)  Co.  Lit.  352.  b. 

^1)  Dickson  ▼.   Fisher,  4  Burr. 
S267 ;  1  Black.  664.,  S.  C. 

^  '  I  I     ■     I         1  II  I    la 

record,  as  much  as  the  rule  for  judgment.  The  court  could  not 
receive  the  entry  on  the  minutes  of  the  rule  for  judgment,  as  cvi- 
dence  to  support  a  plea  of  a  former  recovery,  and  whj  should  an 
entry  vacating  a  judgment  be  received  to  contradict  the  enrolment 
of  the  judgment  ?  The  maxim  in  this,  as  well  as  in  other  cases  is, 
that  nihil  tarn  naturale  quam  quidlibet  dissolvi  eo  modo  quo  ligatur. 
To  give  an  entry  on  the  minutes  that  authority,  would  destroy  the 
certainty,  order,  and  solemnity  of  enrolments ;  and  it  has  been 
frequently  held,  that  the  courts  cannot  regard  any  proceeding  as  a 
matter  of  record  until  it  is  enrolled."  Croswellv.  Bymen,  9  JeJais. 
Rep,  287. 

(6)  Vide  Leech  v.  Jirmitage,  2  DalL  I?6. 
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*  former  action  upon  the  same  bond,  he  averred  it  to  have 
been  made  at  B  (4).  So,  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  for 
felony,  &c.,  where  the  jury  have  given  a  general  verdict, 
the  record  will  not  be  conclusive,  that  the  offence  was  com- 
mitted  on  the  day  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  for  the  time 
is  not  of  the  substance  of  the  charge ;  and,  therefore,  the 
party  interested  to  dispute  the  forfeiture,  (which,  in  the 
case  of  real  property,  relates  to  the  time  of  the  offence,) 
may  falsify  the  record,  and  show  that  the  offence  was  com- 
mitted  on  another  day  (5).  But  if  the  jury  find  specially 
the  precise  day,  all  parties  are  concluded  (6)  (a). 

The  first  sort  of  records,  to  be  considered,  are  acts  of 
parliament ;  and  these,  says  Ch«  B.  Gilbert,  are  the  high- 
est and  most  absolute  proof.  Acts  of  parliament  relate 
either  to  the  kingdom  at  large,  when  they  are  called  gene- 
ral acts ;  or  only  to  particular  classes  of  men,  or  to  certain 
individuals,*  in  which  case  they  are  called  private  acts. 
Laws  which  concern  the  king,  or  all  lords  of  manors,  or  all 
*  320  officers  *in  general,  or  all  spiritual  persons,  or  all  traders, 

&c.  are  public  laws*  But  such  as  relate  to  the  nobility, 
only,  or  to  spiritual  lords,  or  to  particular  officers  or  par- 
ticular trades,  are  private  acts  (])•  This  distinction  be- 
tween public  and  private  acts  is  not  applied,  in  collections 
of  the  English  statutes  at  large,  to  any  statutes  previous  to 
those  of  Richard  the  third*  From  that  period  the  dis- 
tinction commences  in  the  several  tables  prefixed  to  the 
respective  collections  (2)* 

(4)  CoBk  Dig.  tit.  Estoppel,  E.  6.  (1)  Gilb.  Et.  39, 40. 

(6)  Ives^s  case,  3  lost.  230.    Gilb.  (2)  See  prefoce  to  new  edit,  of 

£▼.  230.  Statutes  at  large; 
(6)  Gilb.  £v.  ^. 

(a)  An  entry  on  the  record  of  the  issuing  of  a  writ,  is  not  con- 
cl(isive ;  it  18  a  fact  triable  by  the  jury  and  not  by  the  record. 
Such  an  entry,  the  court  say,  is  like  a  committitur  entered  of  re* 
cord ;  it  does  not  estop  the  party  to  deny  the  fact,  and  it  shall  be 
tried  per  pais,  and  the  record  is  but  evidence  and  not  conclusive. 
Brcwn  v.  Fan  Deuzer^  10  Johm.  Rep.  61. 
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The  genei^l  rule  is,  that  public  acts  of  parliament  are 
to  be  taken  notice  of  judicially  by  courts  of  law,  without 
being  formally  set  forth ;  but  particular  or  private  acts  are 
not  regarded  by  the  judges,  unless  formally  shown  and 
pleaded  (3).  In  some  cases,  however,  the  necessity  of 
pleading  a  private  act  has  been  dispensed  with  ;  as,  where 
there  is  a  special  clause,  enabling  the  defendant,  in  answer 
to  any  action  for  matters  done  under  the  act,  to  plead  the 
general  issue )  or,  where  the  private  act  has  been  recog-  , 

nized  by  some  public  act  of  the  legislature,  t'hus,  the 
statute  23  H.  6*  c«  9.,  relative  to  sheriffs'  bonds,  (even 
supposing  it  to  be  a  private  act,  as  relating  only  to  officers 
of  a  certain  description,)  must  now  be  taken  notice  of  ju* 
dicially,  because  the  statute  4  &  5  Ann.  c*  I64  s.  20/ 
enables  the  sheriff  to  assign  the  bond  (4). 

In  many  cases  a  defendant  will  be  precluded,  by  the  na- 
ture of  the  pleadings,  from  taking  advantage  of  a  public  act 
of  parliament.  Thus,  in  an  action  bf  debt  upon  a  bond; 
Ihe  defendant  cannot,  under  the  plea  df  non  est  factum, 
avail  himself  of  the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  8«  s.  4.  (5),  which 
makes  usurious  contracts  utterly  void.  But  if  he  pleads 
that  the  bond  was  void  on  account  of  usury,  he  may  insist 
upon  the  statute,  though  he  has  not  formally  recited  it  (6). 
In  an  ^action  of  assumpsit,  indeed,  where  the  defendant  may  ^  ^sff^ 
give  in  evidence  any  thing  that  discharges  the  debt,  or 
proves  nothing  due,  he  may  show  under  the  general  issue^ 
that  the  contract  was  usurious  (l),  or  founded  on  an  illegal 
consideration  which  makes  the  contract  void  (3)^ 

If  an  action  or  information  be  brought  upon  a  penal  sta* 
tiite,  and  there  is  another  statute  which  exempts  or  dis<* 
charges  the  defendant  from  the  penalty,  this  latter  act  (as 
some  books  lay  down  the  rule)  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue,  but  ought  to  be  pleaded ;  for  the^ 

(3)  BuU.  N^  P.  9S3.  (0)  Com«  Dig^  titi  Pleader,  i  W^ 

(4)  Saxby  t.  Kirlcus,  BoQ.  N.  P.    S3« 

fM.    Samuel  v,  Evans,  2  T.  H.        (1)  Ld.  BeittaTc[/.v.  Siaol,  1  Str. 
£175.  '  498.     Bull.  N.  P.  152.  S.  C. 

(5)  See  alio  12  Ann.  St.  2.  c.  16.        (2)  Adm.  per  Cur.  in  fioaier  r, 

Jacob,  1  lid.  Ray.  89. 
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general  issue  is  but.  a  denial  of  the  plaintifi's  declaration, 
and  the  plaintiff,  it  is  said,  has  proved  him  guilty,  when  he 
has  proved  him  within  the  law  upon  which  he  founds  his 
declaration  (3).  It  is,  indeed,  enacted  by  statute  21  Jac.  1. 
c.  4«  s.  4.  that,  in  actions  on  penal  statutes,  it  shall  be  law* 
fui  for  the  de/endant  to  plead  not  guilty,  or  that  he  owes 
nothing,  and  to  give  in  evidence  such  special  matter,  which, 
if  pleaded,  would  have  discharged  the  defendant  at  law; 
but  this  statute  has  been  genetally.considered  to  attach  only 
on  antecedent  penal  laws,  and  not  to  extend  to  those  sub- 
sequendy  enacted  (4).  However,  it  should  seeni,  accord- 
ing to  the  modern  practice,  the  defendant  may  plead  nit 
dtbety  and  give  in  evidence  the  statute  ;  which  would  show, 
that  he  does  not  owe  the  penalty.  And  if  the  same  act, 
which  imposes  the  penalty,  contaiqi  also  the  proviso  of  ex- 
emption, it  is  quite  clear  that  this  proviso  may  be  shown 
under  the  general  issue  (5). 

(3)2RoD.  Ab.683.pl.  13.    BuU.  French  q.  t.  ▼.  Coxoo,  2  Str.  1061 ; 

N.  P.  226.  more  fully  stated  in  2  SeJw.  N.  F. 

U)  Gaul's  case,   1    Salk.  372.  5^2  n.  (117.) 

^                 Hicks's  case,  ib.     Per  Lord  Mans-  (6)  4  Burr.  2469.  Ball.  JPT.  P.  235. 
fieldm4BuiT.2467.  BuJI.W.P.ltf6. 
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On  Verdicts,  and  Judgments  of  Courts  of  Record. 

In  treating  of  judicial  proceedings,  and  inquiring  in  what 
cases  they  are  admissible  in  evidence,  it  is  proposed  to 
consider,  first,  the  verdicts  and  judgments  of  courts  of  re- 
cord ;  secondly,  the  judgments  of  courts  of  exclusive  juris- 
diction ;  and,  thirdly,  certain  other  proceedings  of  an  infe- 
rior kind. 

The  admissibility  of  verdicts  and  judgments  of  courU  of 
record  is  the  subject  of  the  present  chapter,  in  which  will 
l^e  considered,  first,  their  admissibUity,  with  reference  to 


Sect  !•]         With  Rtference  to  the  Parties.  222 

the  parties  in  the  suit ;  secondly,  their  admissibility,  with 
reference  to  the  suhjecU-matier  of  the  suit ;  thirdly,  the  ad- 
missibility, in  civil  cases,  of  verdicts  which  have  been  given 
in  criminal  prosecutions. 


Sect.  L     ^ 

Of  Verdicts  and  Judgments^  with  reference  to  the  Parties  in- 

the  Suit. 

It  is  a  general  principle,  that  a  transaction  beti^een  two 
parties,  in  judicial  proceedings,  ought  not  to  be  binding 
upon  a  third  ;  for  it  would  be  unjust  to  bind  any  person, 
who  could  not  be  admitted  to  make  a  defence,  or  to  exa« 
mine  witnesses,  or  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  which  he 
might  think  erroneous  (a).  Hence  the  depositions  of  wit- 
nesses in  another  cause  in  proof  of  a  fact,  (b)  the  verdict 
of  a  jury  finding  a  fact,  or  the  judgment  of  the  court  on 
facts  found,  although  evidence  against  the  parties  and  all 
claiming  under  them,  are  not,  in  general,  to  be  used  to  the 
prejudice  of  strangers  (1).  Tj  this  general  rule  there  are 
some  exceptions,  ^founded  upon  particular  reasons,  which  *  223 

will  be  stated  in  the  course  of  the  present  chapter. 

(1)  Judgment  of  De  Grey,  C.  J.  in  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  11  State 
Tr,  26K 

■  ■  -  ■' 

(a)  Vide  Jackson  d,  Schuyler  and  others  v.  Vedder^  3  Johns. 
Rep.  8.  Ryer  v.  Atwater,  4  Day  431.  Turpin  v.  Thomas,  £ 
Hen.  4*  Mun.  139.  But  where  underwriters  agree  to  be  bound 
by  a  verdict  against  a  different  underwriter  on  the  same  policy , 
the  verdict  then  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  them.  FaUon 
V.  Caldwell,  1  DaU.  419.  Where  the  parties  are  really,  though 
not  nominally,  the  same  in  both  suits,  as  where  one  suit  is  in  the 
name  of  the  person  beneficially  interested,  and  the  other  in  that « f 
ills  trustee,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  record  in  the  first  cause  was 
evidence  in  the  second.     Calhoun's  Lessee  v.  Dunning,  4  DalL  1 30* 

(6)  Vide  Lessee  of  Lewis  v.  Stammers,  I  Dalh  2. 
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But  although  justice  requires  that  third  persons,  who  bad 
no  opportunity  of  examining  .witnesses  in  a  suit,  or  of 
niaking  a  defence,  should  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  verdict 
or  judgment,  it  is  on  the  other  hand  equally  just,  that  the 
parties  to  the  suit  should  be  subject  to  a  diflerent  rule. 
"  From  the  variety  of  cases,"  said  Ch.  J«  De  Grey,  in  de- 
livering his  celebrated  judgment  in  the  case  of  the  Duchess 
of  Kingston,  *^  relative  to  judgments,  being  given  in  evi- 
dence fn  civil  suits,  it  seems  to  follow  as  generally  true,  that 
the  judgment  of  a  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  directly 
upon  th^  point,  is,  as  a  plea,  a  bar,  or,  as  evidence,  con- 
clusive between  the  same  parties,  upon!  the  same  matter 
directly  ia  question  in  another  court  (1)."  Here  Cli.  J. 
De  Grey  ,was  about  to  consider  the  effect  of  judgments 
pronounced  in 'other  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  :  but 
the  same  principle  and  the  same  rule  appear  with  still 
greater  force  to  appl/  to  judgments  in  the  same  court, 
between  First,  then,  a  judgment  directly  upon  the  point,  is,  as  a 

wriw*  par     .  ^^^^^  ^  ^^j,  between  the  same  parties.     A  party  may  be 

estopped  by  a  verdict  on  record  :  as,  in  an  action  of  tres« 
pass,  if  the  defendant  prescribes  for  common,  and  the 
plaintiff  traverses  the  prescription,  the  defendant  may  say, 
that,  in  a  former  action  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defend- 
ant, the  same  prescription  was  found  against  the  plain- 
tiff (2). 

Upon  tlie  same  principle,  it  is  presumed,  a  judgment  will 
be,  as  evidence,  conclusive  between  the  same  parties,  in 
^  334  those  cases  where  it  can  be  given  in  evidence  without  ^be- 

ing specially  pleaded.  The  rule  has  been  exju'essly  so 
declared  with  reference  to  the  judgments  of  courts  of  eon* 
<^rren^  jurisdiction  (1),  and  it  seems  to  be  equally  appU* 

(1)  Judgment  of  De  Grey,  C.  J.  in  against  a  co-plamtiA^  a  straDger  to 
DucheesofKiogstoa^s  case,  11  State  tbi  former  actioQ;  and  the  Uoort 
Tr.  26 1 .  gave  judgment  on  another  point.   On- 

(2)  Com.  Dig.  tii.  Estoppel,  (A.  this  subject,  see  the  judgment  b  tfad 
l.)p*7-).  citing  1  Show.  28.  Thu  case  of  Outram  v.  Morewood,  3  £a«l 
case   is  Incledon   and    another  v.    354, 5. 

Surges.    The  doubt  there  was,  whe-        (1)  See  anta,  p.  ^. 
ther  this  was  a  good  estoppel  as 
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cable  in  principle  to  a.  former  judgment  of  the^^me  court, 
1.  Thus,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the  defendant  may 
either  plead  a  judgment  recovered,  or  give  it  in  evidence 
4inder  the  general  issue  (^)  ;.  and  it  is  difficult  to  assign' a 
reason,  why  the  judgment  should  not  have  the  same  con* 
elusive  operation,  if  given  in  evidence  without  pleading, 
as  it  would  be  admitted  to  have,  if  pleaded  in  bar.  3^.  In 
an  action  of  trespass  for  mesne  profits,  the  judgment  in 
ejectment  is  conclusive  against  the  defei^dant  ok  the  right 
of  possession  at  the  time  of  the  demise  laid  in  the  declara- 
tion  (S)«  3.  A  judgment  of  the  quarter  sessions  discharg- 
ing "kn  order  of  removal,  on  an  appeal,  ii^  conclusive  evi- 
dence between  the  respondent  and  appellant  parishes,  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  first  order  of  removal,  the  settlement  of 
the  pauper  was  not  with  the  appellants. '  4.  So,  a  record 
of  conviction,  on  an  indictment  against  a  parish  for  not 
repairing  a  road  will  be  conclusive  evidence,  on  a  plea 
of  not  guilty  to  a  second  indictment,  of  the  liability  of  that 
parish  to  repair  (4).  ^'  If  the  parish  can  show  fraud,  it  will 
vitiate  this  or  any  other  judgment ;  but, « unexplained,  it 
will  be  conclusive  evidence*."  5.  So,  if  the  defendant,  in ' 
an  action  of  trespass,  plead  his  soil  and  freehold,  and  give 
in  evidence  a  verdict  on  the  same  plea.in  a  former  ac« 
*tion  between  the  same  parties,  this  probably  Would  be  ^22^; 

conclusive,  that  the  right  to  the  soil  and  freehold  was  at 

tbe  time  as  found.     If,*ihdeed,  the  defendant  in  the  former 

•• 

(2)  Per  Lord  Mansfield  in  Bird  r^        (4)  R.  v.  St.  Pancrai,  Peake  N. 
RandnD,  3  Burr.  1353.  P.  C.  219. 

(3)  ABlin  ▼.  Padun,  2  Bun.  666. 

*  Flraad,  aa  it  has  been  i>baerTed  (1),  is  only  put  for  an  example.  If  the  , 
parish  oeosists  of  several  districts,  which  have  immemorially  repaired  the 
respective  faif^wajs  lying  witiiin  them,  and  if  the  districts,  in  which  the 
road  indicted  is  not  situate,  can  show  that  they  had  no  noHee  of  the  foimer 
indictment,  (the  defence  havmg  b^en  made  and  conducted  entirely  by  the 
district,  witfain  which,  the  road  lies,)  the  Court  will  consider  the  indictment 
as  being  substantiaDy  ag;ain8t  that  district,  and /give  the  other  districts  leave 
to  plead  the  prescription  to  a  subsequent  indictment  for  not  repairing  ike 
byways  hith^  parish.    R.  v.  Townsend,  1  Doug.  421. 

« 

<1)  2  Saund.  159.  a.  note  by  fte  editon 


Fir 
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action  had  pleaded  not  guilty,  together  with  the  plea  of  li- 
berum  tenementum,  and  a  general  verdict  had  been  founds 
and'this  ishould  afterwards  be  given  in  evidence,  (as  in  the 
c^e' supposed,)  such  a  general  verdict  would  hot  be  con- 
ehtsive  evidence  of  the  right,  as  if  there  had  been  a  verdicl 
on  the  plea  of  liberum  tenementum,  though  it  would  be 
material  eyjidence ;  and  the  defendant-  would  be  admitted 
to  prove,  that  on  the  former  occasion  no  evidence  was  o& 
,  fered  excejPl  on  the  general  issue  (!)•  But  if  this  general 
verdict  were  ;)/ead«rf  by  way  of  estoppel,  it  would  estop 
the  plaintiff  (2).  .  ^ 

In  the  case  of  Moses  ^v.  >  Macferlan  (3),  indeed,  the 
Court  of  King?s  Bench  held,  that' the  plaintiflT  might  re- 
cover back  money,  which  he  had  paid,  under  a  judgment 
obtained  against  him  by  the  defendant  in  an  action  in  a 
court' of  conscience,  which  action  the  defendant  brought 
against  him  as  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  in  breach  of 
'  a  written  agreement.  They  admitted  it,  however,  to  be  a 
clear  principle,  that  the  merits  of  a  judgment  can  never  W- 
overruled  by  an  origiiial  suit  either  at  law  or  in  equity ; 
and  that  the  judgment  is  conclusive,  as  to  the  subject- 
matter,  until  it  is  set  aside  or  reversed.  The  ground  of  the 
decision  in  that  case  was,  that  the  breach  of  the  agreement 
was  no  defence  to  the  diction  in  the  court  of  conscience,' 
being  a  colteteral  matter  not  within  their  cognizance. 
But  this  has  been  since  questioned*  (4) ;  and  it  has  been 
thought,  that  the  breacb  of  the  agreement  went  to  the  es- 
sence of  the  debt  demanded,  and  was  necessarily  as  much 
a  defence  in  that  court,  as  it  would  have  been  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  (a).     The  case  of  Moses  v*  Macferlan, 


1)  See  8  East  364, 5. 6  T.  R.  609. 
^2)3£ast36S* 
f3)  2  Bun.  1006.  9. 


<4)  By  Eyre,  C/ J.  in  PWKpa  v. 
Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  414.  And  see  Miar- 
riott  T.  H&mpton,  7  T.  R.  269. 
Brown  v.  M^Kmnally,  1  Esp.  N.  P. 
C.  W9. 


(a)  Matter,  which  would  have  beeh  a  good  detence  in  an  action 
by  A.  against  B.,  cannot  aflerwards  be  made  the  subject  of  a  suit 
by  B;  against  A.  *  White  v.  Ward  ^  Aylesxrorlli,  9  JoJms*  kep.  232.' 
Jitve$  V.  Scrvven',  6  Johns,  Hep.  453. 
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^therefore,  does  not  in  any  manner  infringe,  bat  rather 
confirmsj'the  general  nile^  that  the  merits  of  a  question, 
which  has  been  directly  determined  by  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction,  cannot  be  tried  over  again,  between  the 
^ame  parties,  in  any  shape  whatsoever  (a). 

The  aulhority  of  a  former  adjudication  of  the  right  pre- 
vails between  the  samt  parties ^  that  is,  between  the  same 
persons  suing  oi:  sued  iu  the  same  quality  or  character.  A 
woman  is  not  estopped,  after  coverture,  by  an  admission 
upon  record  by  her  husband  and  herself,  during  cover- 
ture (]  )•  So  an  heir,  who  claims  as  heir  of  his  father,  shall 
not  be  estopped  by  an  estoppel  upon  him  as  heir  to  his 
mother  (2).  So  a  party  suing  as  ex«cu/or^  in -an  action  of 
debt  upon  a  bond,  will  not  be  estopped  by  having  bee.n 
barred  in  an  action  upon  the  same  bond^  when  he  sued  as 
adminisiraior  ;  but  he  may  show  that  the  letters  of  admi- 
nistration have  been  since  repealed  (3). 

Estoppels  by  verdict,  admissions  on  record,  &c«  bind  Between 
privies  in  blood,  (as  the  heir,)  privies  in  estate,  (as  feoffee,  rrvna. 

(1)  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Esto^iel,  (C).        (3)  RoIvnaaD's  ca*e,-S.  Rep.  32.  b. 

(2)  lb- 

(a)  Vide  Cobb  v.  Cufiut,  8  Johns.  Rep.  470.  White  v.  Ward 
'  ^  AyUsmorth^  9  Johns,  Rep,  232.  Moor  v.  Atnes^  3  Cames^  Rep. 
170.  So,  an  action  on  the  case  will  not  lie, for  obtaioing  a  decree 
by  false  and  forged  evidence,  such  decree  being  still  in  force.  Pedt 
V.  Woodbridge,  3  Day  30.  So,  where  an  action  on  the  case  was 
brought  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New-York  against  a  defendant  for 
subomiog  a  witness  to  swear  falsely  in  a  cause  in  Connecticut^ 
whereby  jodgment  was  given  against  him,  contrary  to  the  truth 
and  justice  of  the  case,  it  was  held  that  the  action  would  not  lie. 
Qt  the  two  judges  who  delivered  their  opinions  in  this  caM,  Spen- 
•  cer,  J.  placed  the  decision  on  the  ground  that  no  action  would  lie 
&r  an  injury  occasioned  by  perjury,  but  Kent,  Ch.  J.  relied  on  the 
conclusiveness  of  the  judgment  in  Connecticut,  which  it  was  at- 
tempted to  open  in  a  collateral  action.  Smiih  v,  titans^  3  J<^ms, 
Rep,  167.  Money  paid  under  an  award  cannot  be  recovered  back 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received :  for  the  action  of  indebi' 
Wus  assumpsit^  though  governed  by  equitable  principles,  ^and.  w^ 
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lessee,  &c»)  and  privies  in  law,  (as  lord  by  escheat,  tenant 
by  curtesy,  tenant  in  dower,  the  incumbent  of  a  benefice, 
and  others  who  pome  in  by  act  ot  law  in  the  post) ;  in  the 
same  manner,  persons  standing  in  either  of  these  relations 
will  be  bound  equally  with  the  parties  themselves,  by  a 
judgment  in  a  former  action,  for  this  same  matter,  if  plead- 
ed in  bar  (4), 

A  verdict  or  judgment,  in  a  former  action,  upon  the  same 
matter  directly  in  question,  is  also  evidence  for  or  against 
privies  in  blood,  privies,  in  estate,  and  privies  in  law,  as 
well  as  for  or  against  the  parties  to  the  suit.  Thus,  if  an 
ancestor  has  obtained  a  v&rdict^  the  heir  may.  give  it  in 
*  227  *evidence^  as  privy  to  it  (1).     So,  if  several  estates  in  rer 

maind^r  be  limited  in  a  deed,  and  jone  of  the  parties  in 
.remainder  obtaiit  a  verdict  in  an  action  brought  against 
'  him  for  the  same  iand,'  that  verdict  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, for  another  person  in  remainder,  io  an  action 
brought  against  him  for  the  same  lan)^,^  although  he  does 
npt  claim  any  estate  under. the  .first  remainder^man ;  be- 
cause they  all  claim  .under  the  ^ame  deed  (2)..  So,  a  ver^ 
diet  for  or  against  a  lessee  is  evidence  for  or  against  the 
revei;sioner  (3)«  And  a  decree  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
in  a  cause  between  the  vicar  on  one  side  and  the  impro- 
priator on  the  other,  (establishing  the  vicar's>  tide  to  small 
Udies  under  an  ancient  endowment  against  the  defendant, 
who  insisted  that  he  was  onljr  entitled  to  an  annual  payment 
in  lieu  of  tithes,)  is  evidence  in  suits  between  succeeding 
vicars  and  patrons  9  but  not  conclusive  evidence,  as  it 

would  be^  if  the  ordinary  had  b^en  a  party  to  the  first 

■» 

(4)  Co.  Lit.  S59.  a.    Com.  D^.  730.  Com.  Pi9.tit  Endence,  (A.  S), 

tit.  Estoppel,  (B).  Outram  v.  More-*  Bull.  N.  P.  33S. 
wood,  3  East  346.  (3)  Per  Cur.  b    Raahwortib   t. 

(1)  Per  Cur.  in  Lock  t.  Narbomie,  Couptess  of  Pembroke  and  Carrier.  ^ 
3  Mod.  Rep.  142.  Hardr.  473.    Com.  Die.  ib.    Boil* 

(2)  Pyke  T.  Croucb,  1  Ld<r  Raj.  N«  P.  £^  G9b.  £t.  35, 6. 

to  be  sustained  in  opposition  to  equity,  cannot  be  substituted  fiir 
that  mode  of  relief  which  belongs  only>  to  chancery.  Bulkleyr. 
St€waH,  I  Day  130. 


Sect.  1.]     With  Reference  to  the  Parties.  227 

suit  (4).  So,  ai  judgment  for  or  against  tbe  school-master  of 
a  hospital,  concerning  the  rights  of  his  office,  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  be  evidence  for  or  against  his  Successor  (5). 
And  so,  'where,  on  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  against  the  defendant  for  acting  as  bailiff  of  a 
corporation,  the  defendant*  pleaded  that  he  had  bedn  duly 
elected  under  a  nomination  by  two  persons,  who  were  bai- 
liffs of  the  corporation,  and.th^  point  in  issue  wa&,  whether 
they  were  bailifli  at  the  time  of  the  election,  the  record  of 
a  judgment  of  ouster  in  a  quo  warranto  against  them,  was 
adjudged  to  be  good  evidence  against  the  defendant,  who 
claimed  under  them  i(6)*.'  These  cases  fuUy  establish  the 
rule  above  laid  *down,  that  avVerdict  or  judgment,  directly  *  228 

upqn  the  point,  is  good  evidence,  not  only  for  or  against 
the  parties' to  the  suit,  but  also  for  or  against  any  persons* 
standing  in  the  relation  before  meiltioned,  of  privies  in 
blood,  privies  in  estate,  or  privies. in  law  (a). 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  vertiict  cannot  be  evidence  Ndtevi- 
for  either  party,  in  an  action  against  one  who  was«  stranger  ^^® 
to  the  former  proceeding,  who  had  no  opportunity  to  exa-  urangtr. 
mine  witnesses,  or  to  defend  himself,  or  to  appeal  against 

a 

(4)  Carr  v.  Heaton,  3  Gwillim  (ft)  R/v.  Hcbdcn,  Andr.  388 ;  2 
Xa&U  See  Bishop  of  Lincolo  r.  I^lis  Str.  1109,  S.  €.  ;  DdlJ.  N.  p.  231.  8. 
«qd  another,  2 Gwill.  632.  ■  C.  ;  2  Selw.  N.  F.  1047^  cited  from 

(5)  Lord  Broimkerv.  Sir  R.  At-  MS.  R.  v.  Grimes,  5  fiJrr.  2601* 
kibs,'  Skin.  15.  ^         S.  P. 

*  Judgnient  of  ouster  faasbeen  considered  m  the  nature  of  a  judgment  iA 
nau  In  the  ca^p  of  the  King  v.  the  Mayor  of  York,  5  T.  R.  72,  where  tha 
cases  of  R.  v.  Hebden  and  R.  v.  Grinies  were  cited  in  argument,  in  order 
to  show  that  such  a  judgment  cannot  be  conclusive  against  third  persons, 
Lord  Kenjon  is  reported  to  have  said,  ^^  If  you  derive  title  to  a  corporate 
office  through  A.<,  and  the  prosecutor  show  a  judgment  of  ouster  against  A* 
it  is  conelunve  against  you^  unless  you  can  impeach  the  judgment  as  obtam- 
ed  by  fraud." 

(a)  A  recovery  against  an  etecutor  for  a  debt  due  from  bis  testa* 
tor  is  act  evidence  in  an  dctipn  brought  against  the  heii^  or  devisee? 
to  charge  the  real  estate,  for  there  is  no  privity  between  the  execu- 
torand  the  heirs  or  devisees,  sldmittfng  that  -there  may  be  (a  point 
not  decided)  between  tbe  executor  dnd  a  legatee  of  the  piersonaHy. 
Ma$&fCt  Deviues  v,  Ptter*s  Ad.itrs^  1  Mvn,  4B7. 

2  r 
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the  judgment  (a).  Thus  a  verdict  in  an  action  between  A. 
and  B.  is.  not  evidence' against  a  third  person  C.  who  was 
neither  pariy  nor  privy  to  the  first  suit.  The  case  of 
Green  v.  The  New  River  Company  (I),  where  Lord  Ken- 
yon  said,  that  a  verdict,  obtained  in  an  actiqn  against. a 
person  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant,  is  evidence  in  a 
subsequent -action  by  the  'master, against  the  servant,,  as  to 
the  quantum  of  damages,  is  not  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule.     Such  a  verdict  would  not  be  evidence  of  the  fact  of 

'  the  injury,  but  admissible  only  as  evidence  of  special  da- 

mages, to  shovv'the  amount  of  what  the  master  was  by  pro* 
cess  of  law  compelled  to  pay  in  tbe^ocion  brougbtvagainst 
himself.  .      • 

It  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  with  thiB  general  rule  the  case 
pf  Kiniiersley  v.  Orpe  (2),  wh^re  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflf 
in  an  action  fpr  a  trespass,  committed  in  the  plaintiff's 
fishery,  against  one  who  justified  as  servant,  was  allowed  to , 
be  evidence  against  another  defendant,  in  a  subsequent 
action  for  a  penalty  incurred  by  destroying  fish  in  the  same 
fishery.     At  the,  trial  of  the  cause  this  was  admitted,  after 

* 22^  *argument,  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  theplaintiff's  right 

of  fishery ;  as  it  appeared, "that  the'xlefendant  in  the  second 
siiit  acted  by  the  command  of  the  same  person,  under 
whom  the  defendant  in  the  first  action  had  justified,  and 
who  was  considered  by  the  judge  to  be  the  true  party  in 
both  causes./  **  It  is  extraordinary,"  said  Lord  Ellenbo- 
rough  (1),  commenting  on  this  case,  '^  that  it  should  ever 
have  been  for  a  moment'  supposed,  that  there  could  be  an 
estoppel  in  such  a  case.  It  was  not  pleaded  as  such; 
neither  were  the  parties  in  the  second  suit  the  same  as 
those  in  the  first.     The  doubt  seems  rather  to  be,  whether 

i 

(1)  4  T.  R.  590.     And  see  2  East    K*  B.  thought  the  evidence  admiMti' 
459.  &/e,  but  not  concltuwt, 

(2)  2  Doug.  517.    Th«  Couft  of        (I)   In  Outram  v.  Mocewood,  3 

East;366. 


(a)  Vide  ante,  222  n.  (a)  Payna  v.  Coles  and  others^  1  Mun. 
a73. 
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the  former  record  in  the  action  of  trespass  was  at  all  ad- 
missible  in  evidence  upon  the  subsequent  actibn  against 
the  defendant,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  former, action^ 
rather  than  as  to  any  conclusive  effect  which  it  could  have 
had."* 

Another  case,  which  does  not  come  strictly  within  the 
general  rule,  is  where  a  record  of  conviction  for  felony  is 
adtnjssible  in  evidence  against  an  accessary,  to  show  that 
the  felony  has  been  committed.  "  Th*  only  questions," 
says  Mr.  Justice  Foster  (2),  *•  in  which  the  accessary  can  . 
have  any  concern  in  common  with,  the  principal,  are,  first, 
whether  the  felony  was  committed,  and  secondly,  whether 
it  was  committed  by  the  principal.  These  fects  the  con- 
victionof  the  principal  hath  established  with  certainty,  a^ 
least  siiffictent  to  put  the  accessary  to  his  answer.  ^  The  rule 
is  founded  on  a  legal  presvimption,  that  every  thing  in  the 
former  proceeding  was  rightly  and  properly  transacted. 
Another  weighty  reason  is;  that  th^  witnesses  against  the 
principal -may  be  dead,  or  not  to  be  found  when  the  acces- 
sary is  brought  upon  his  trjal,  especially  after  a  long  iti-v 
terval  between  the  trials."  Mr.  Jostice  Foster  admits, 
that  the  record  of  conviction  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
againt  the  accessary,  because  it  is  as  to  him,  res  inter  alios 
*acta  (a).     "  If,  therefore,  it  shall  come  out  in  evidence  *  23© 

upon  the  trial  of  the  accessary,  as  itsometimes  hath,  and 
frequently  may,  that  the  offence,  of  whicH  the  pWncipal  was 
convicted,  did  not  amount  to  felony  in  him,  or  not  to  that 
species  of  felony,  with  which  he  was  charged,  the  accessa- 
ry may  avail  himself  of  this,  and  ought  to  be  acquitted. 
And  if  it  shall  manifestly  appear  in  the  course  t>f  the  ac- 
cessary's trial,  that  in  point  of  fact  the  principal  was  inno-> 
cent,  common  justice  requires  that  the  accessary  should  be 

(2)  Fost.  Disc.  ill.  c.  3.  s.  2.  p.  SCampb.  365;  R.  t.  Smith,  1  Leach 
964.,  5.  7.     Aad  s^  R.  t.  Baldwin,    Cr.  C.  268.,  4th  Ed. 

(a)  And  it  is  competent  for  the  person  cbaiged  as  aceessaiy,  to 
prove  his  principal  ronocent,  notwithstanding  bis  having  be^n  con- 
victed.    C6ok  V.  Fieldy  3  Esp.  Rep.  133, 
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Nor,/or^ 
Uranger. 
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acquitted.'*'  Mr.  Justice  Foster,  then  puts  the  following 
case,  "  A.  is  convicted  upon  circumstantial  evidence,  strong 
as  that  lort  of  evidence  can  be,  of  the  murder  of  B* :  C.  is 
ailerwards  indicted  as  accessary*  to  this  murder ;  and  it 
comes  out,  upon  the  trial,  by  inc^ontestable  evidence,  that 
B.  is  still  IK'ing,  (Lord  Hale  somewhere  mentionsa  case  of 
this  kind,)  is  C.  to  be  convicted  or  acquitted  ?  The  case  is 
too  plain  to  ^dmit  of  a  doubt.  Or  suppose  B«  to  have  been  ^ 
in  fact'murdered,  and  that  it  should  come  outii^  evidence, 
^0  the.  satisfaction  of  the  Court  and  Jury,  that  the  witnesses' 
against  A.  were  mistaken  in  his  person,  (a  case  of  this  kind 
I  have  known,)  that  A.  was  not  nor  could  possibly  have 
been  present  at  the  murder.,  .It  must  be  admitted,"  con- 
tinues Mr.  Justice  Foster,  "  that  mere  alUn  evidence  lies 
under  a  great  and  general  prejudice,  and  ought  to  be  heard 
with  uncommon  caution';  but  if  it  appears  to  be  founded  in 
truth,  it  is  the  best  negative  evidence  that  can-be  offered ; 
it  is  really  positive  evidence,  which  in  ihe  nature  of  things 
necessarily  implies  a  negative  ;  and  in  many  cases  it  is  the 
Qiily  evidence,  which  an  innocent  man  can  offer.  What  in 
the  case  above  put,  are  a  court  and  jury  to  do  ?  If  they  are 
satisfied  uponthie  evidence  that  A.  was  innochkt^  natural  jus* 
ticc  and  cominonsense  will  suggest,  what  is  to  be  done  in 
the  case  of  C." 

Farther,  it  is  laid  doiptrn.afe  a  general  rule,  that  a  verdict 
is  evidehce  only  between  the  same  parties,  or  between  such 
as  claim  under  the  same  parties ;  and,  that  a  stranger  can- 
not give  a  verdict  in  evidence  against  one,  who  was  party 
*to  the  former  suit.  Thus,  it  was  resolved  by  Ch.  J,  Holt 
and  the  other  judges  of  the  court  on  a  trial  at  bar,  that  no 
record  of  conviction  or  verdict  can  be  given  in  evidence, 
but  such  whereof  the  benefit  may  be  mutual,  that  is,  such 
as  migl^t  have  been  given  iii  evidence  either  by  the  plaintiff 
or  the  defendant  (1).  And  Ch,  B.  Gilbert  lays  it  down  (2), 

(1)  R.  V.  Warden  of  the  Fleet,    The  same  principle  U  adapted  bj 
.  Rep.  temp:  Holt  134.     Bull.  N.  P.     Eyre,  C.  J.  in  his  judg:ment  in  the 

333.  S.  P.  Duchess  of  KingitonV  case,  It  8t« 

(2)  Gilb.  E?.  28.  Bull.  N.  P.  232.     Tf. 
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"  that  no  body  can  take  benefit  by  a  verdict,  who  had  not 
been  prejudiced  by  it,  had  it  gone  contrary  (a)«^'  The 
same  rule  appUes.to  depositions  as  wdl  as  to  verdicts.' 
Thus,  if  At  prefers  his  bill  against  B«,  and\B;  exhibits  his 
bill  against  A.  and  C.in  relation  to  the  same  matter,  and  a 
trial  at  law  is  directe'd,  C.  cannot  give  in  evidence  the  de^ 
positions  in  the  cause  betweei^  A%  and  B.,but  the  trial  must 
be  entirely  as  of.  a  new  cause  (3)  (6)^ 
.  A  judgment  inreivh  in  the  Exchequer  is  conclusive  as  to 
all  the  world  (4),  And  a' judgment  by  the  qu^arter'sessions*, 
cc^firming  an  order  of  removal,  is  conclusive  upon  the  ap- 
pellant parish,  as  to  all  the  world,  and  may  be  given  in  evi*- 
dence  against  themi3y  a  third  parish  oif  any  subsequent  ap- 
peals). Here  it  may  be  observed,  the*  party,  against 
ii^hom  the  judgment  ^as  pronounced,  had  an  opportunity  of 
discharging  themselves  by  proving  the  liability  on  a  third 
parish  ;  and  this  not  having  been*^  don^,  and  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  having  confirmed  the  order  of  removal,  the 
last  Settlement  is  ac^'udged  to  be  in  the  appellant  parish ;' 
and,  this  point  being  once  determined,  the  judgment  must 
be  final,  that  there  may  be  some  end  to  litigation  (6)*  So 
a  coaviction  on  an  indicUnent  agaihst' a  parish  for  not  re- 
pairing a  road^  will  not  only  be  conclusive  evidence  .against 
that  parish  on  a  second  indictment,  but  it  seems  also  to 
*have  been  considered  as  conclusive  in  favour  of  a  thifd  *  332 
parish  (1)  5  at  least,-  it  is  strong  evidence.  «    « 

(3)  -Rushworth    v.   Countess  of        (6)  Per  Holt,  C.  J.  in  R.  v.  Ris- 
Fembroke^and  Currier^  Hardr.  472.  lip,  2  Salk.  524.  ,2  Boit  T05. 

(4)  See  infra,  c.  3.  s.  3.  (1)  R.  v.  ^.  Pancras,  Peake  N. 

(5)  Admitted,  R.  v.  Rislip,  2  Bott  ,P.  C.  iM9.     * 
700 ;  R.  V.  Bently,  2  Bott  704 ;  R. 

V.  Sanrat,  2  Bott  702.  ,* 

(a)  Vide  1  Miin.  394.  403.    ■'        '  - 

(6)  A  record  of  one  suit  cannot  be  read  as  evidence  in  another, 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  and  one  of  the  plaintifl^  in  (he  lat- 
ter suit  were  parties  to  the  former,  and  that  the  same  point  was  in 
controversj  in  both ;  another  plaint^^  and  the  person  under  whom 
the  said  plaintifi&  j<nfit(y  claim,  not  having  been  parties  to  such  for- 
mer suit.     Chapmans  v.  Chapman,  1  Mun,  308, " 
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It  is  more  difficult  to  explain  the  two  following  nisi  prius 
cases,  which  appear  not  to  be  consistent  with  the  general 
rule.  The  first  is  thecase  of  Whateley  v.  Menheim  and 
Levy  (2).  That  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold 
and  deliveVed  against  two  defendants,  (one  of  whom  suffer- 
ed judgment  bydefault,  and  the  other  defended,)  and  the 
question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  defendants  were 
partners  at  the  time,  when  the  goods  had  beeji  delivered. 
To  puove  the  partnership,  a.  verdict,  on  an  issue  directed 
by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  to, try  that  f^ct,  was  offered  in 
evidence,  and  objected  (d.by  the  counsel  on  the  other  side 
on  the  ground,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit 
in  the  Exchequer,  so  &at  the  verdict  there  given  was  res 
inter  alios  acta.  But  Lord  Kenyon  ruled  ^'  that  the  ver-  . 
/  diet  was  conclusive  evideixce  of  a  subsisting  partnership, 
and  that,  it  could  not.properly  be  deemed  res  inter  alios 
.acta,  as  both  the.  defend^Ats  had  beea  the  parties  on  record  ^ 
in  that  suit,  and  it  was  open  to  either  of  them  by  any  evi- 
dence to  rebut  the  idea  of  a  partnershiff,"  The  other  case 
IS  that  of  Tyley  v.  Cowling  (3),  where  it  is  said  to  have 
been  ruled  by  Lord  Ch.  J,  Holt,  "  that  a  verdict  with  the 
evidence  given,  in  an  aclion  brought  by  the  carrier  for 
goods  delivered  to  him  to  be  carried,  shall  be  given  in 
evidence  in  an  action  brought  by  the  owner  against  the 
carrier  foi^  the  same  goods  ;  for  it  4s  a  strong  proof  against 
hin),  that  he  had  the  plaintiff's  goods ;  and,  in  case  the  wit- 
ness be  dead,  or  cannot  be  found,  is  the  best  evidence  that 
can  be  had,  for  it  amounts  to  a  confession  in  a  court  of  re- 
cords"       .' 

The  reason  why«  a  verdict  is  not  evidence  agQinst  a  per- 
son, who  was  neither  a  party  to  the  former  suit,  nor  claims 
^  233  ""^under  one  of  the  parties,  is,  because  he  had  no  opportuni- 

ty of  calling  witnesses,  or  cross-examining  those  on  the 
other  side,  nor  of  appealing  against  the  judgment.  And 
the  reason  why  the  verdict^  would  not  be  evidence  for  a 

(2)  Whateley  V.  A^nheim  aad  (3)  Bull.  N.  P.  243.,  cited  Com. 
Levy,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  608.  See  Difl^.  tit  Evidence,  (A.  6.)  p.  86.  1 
Lov^field  v^  Beocroft,  Bull.  N.  P.  40.    Ld.  Ray.  744.    i 
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stranger,  even  against  a  party  who  was  engaged  in  the  for- 
mer suit,  seems  to  be,  because,  if  he  had  been  party  to  that 
suit  instead  of  the  person  who  gained  the  verdict,  the  re- 
sult might  have  been  different ;  for,  ias  the  parties  would  in  ' 
that  case,  have  been  constituted  differently,  the  evidence 
might  have  varied ;  part  of  the  evidence  might  then  have 
appeared  inadmissible,  or  of  a  doubtful  character,  or  per- 
hap$  othef  evidence  might  haye  been  produced  by  the  part 
ty  who  lost  the  verdict.  Under  sych  circumstances,  to 
admit  a  verdict  as  evidence,,  wopid  be  giving  a  party  in- 
directly the  benefit  of  testimony,  which  he  might,  be  pre- 
cluded from  availing  hi^nself  of  directly  in  hi^  own  suit. 
But  this  reason,  it  is  evident,  only  applies,  where  the  ver- 
dict is  offered  in  evidence,  by  a  third  person,  against  the 
party  who  failed  ia  the  former  action,  apd  not  where  it  is 
produced  against  the  party  who  succeeded.  It  does  not 
therefore  apply  to  the  case  above  mentioned,  of  Tyley  v. 
Cowling.                                                                     -  j 

There  are  several  exceptions;  to  the  genJeral  j?ule,  \vhich  Exceptions. 
^  requires,  that  verdicts  or  judgments  should  be  admitted  in 
evidence  only  between  parties  to  the  suit  or  privies.  On 
a  question  of  custom,  or  .toll,  a  verdict  i^  evidence,  although 
between  other  parties  (1)  :  for  tKe  castgnl  or  toll  is  lex  loci, 
and  it  is  as  reasonable  to  give  in  evidence  a  verdict  be- 
tween other  parties,  as  to  prove  a  paympnt  of  the  duty  hy 
strangers.  So  on  a  question  of  customary  right  of  com- 
mon (2),  OP  a  public  right  of  way  (3),  or  on  the  liability  to 
repair  a  highway  (4),  or  on  manorial  or  other  customs  (5), 
or  on  the  public  right  of  election  to  a  parochial  office  (6), 
a  verdict  in  *a  former  action  between  any  other  persons  is  *  234 

admissible  in  evidence.  The  common,  reputation  of  the 
place  would  be  evidence  of  the  right ;  a  fortiori,  the  find- 
ing  of  twelve  men  upon  their  oaths  is  evidence  (1).     On 

(1)  City  of  London  v.  Clarke,  Case  of  the  Maqcheater  MilU,  cited 
Carth.  I8I:    Bull.  N.  P.  233.  in  Cort  v.  Birkbeck,  1  Doug.  222. 

(2)  1  East  357.    5  T.  R.  413.  n;  n.  (13). 

(3)  Reed  ▼.  Jackson,  1  Eaat  355.  (6)  Berry  v.  Banner,  Peake  N.  P; 

(4)  R.  V.  St.  Pancras,  Peake  N.  C.  156. 

P.  C.  219.  (I)  Per  Lawrence,  J.,  1  Ea«t  357. 

(5)  Per  Holt,  C.  J.,  Car^.  181.    Gilb.  Ev.  31.    See  ante,  p.  182. 
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such  questions,  therefore,  a  verdict  in  an  action  between  A. 
and  B.  is  evidence  of  the  point  there  directly  determined, 
in  an  action  between  C.  and  D.,  where  the  same  point 
comes  in  issue  ;  but  it  is  clearly  not  conclusive  (2).  And 
it  seems  not. to  be  conclusive  evidence  for  or  against  A.  or 
B.,  in  an  action  between  either  of  them  and  a  third  person 
C.  (3) ;  it  could  not  be  pleadedy  in  such  a  case,  by  way  of 
estoppet  Another  exception  to  the  general  rule,  says 
Mr*  Just.  Buller,  is  in  a  question  of  pedigree,  where  a  spe- 
cial verdict,  between*  other  parties,  finding  a  pedigree, 
'  would  be.  evidence  to  prove  a  descent  (4)  (a).  "  Of  this 
opinion,"  he  adds,  "  was  Mr.  Just.  Wright,  in  the  Duke  of 
AthoPs  case,  which  opinion  is  generally  approved,  though 
the  del^rminjatipn  of  the  rest  of  the  court  was  contrary.^' 
The  other  j.udges  considered  the  special  verdict  "  inadmis^ 
sible,  as  res  inter  .alibs  acta,  and,  for  any  thing  they  knew 
to  the  contrary,  the  same'  evidence,  that  was  laid,  before 
the  former  jury,  tnight  have  been  then  produced  (5)*  (6)." 

(2)  Bidduipb  y.  Ather,  2  Wih.  23.        ^4)  Bull.  N.  P.  233. 

(3)  See  the  cases  above  citea,  and        (5)  Neal  d.  Duke  of  Atboi  v.  Wild-, 
see  Mayor  of  Hull  v.  Hoiiicr,  Co\vp.    iog  and  another,  2  Str.  1 151. 

111.  ad  fin.  ,      ' 

(a)  Vide  Pegram  v.  Isbelf  2  Hen,  ^  Mun.  193.     Larvell  v. 
Arnold,  2  Mun.  161. 

.  (b)  In  an  action  by  the  vendee  of  a  chattel  against  the  vendor^ 
on  the  implied  warranty  of  title,,  the  record  in  a  previous  action,  lu 
which  the  vendee  was  evicted,  and  of  the  pendency  of  which  action 
tb^  vendor  had  notice,  is  evidence.  Blasdale  v.  Babcock^  1 
Jolms.  Rep,  517.  2  Hayw,  351.  '  So,  in^an.  action  of  covenant 
against  the  warrantor  in  a  de^d.of  land,  the  judgment  of  recovery 
against  the  grantee,  with  notice  of  the  suit  to  the  warrantor  is  evi* 
dencc.  Hamilton  v.  CtUts  ^  others,  4  Mass,  Rep,  349.  In  an 
action  of  covenant  brought  by  the  grantee  against  the  grantor  for 
the  breach  of  the  coveni^nt  against  incuinbrances,  the  postea  in  an 
action  of  ^ejectment  brought  against  the  grantee  by  a  mortgagee 
on  a  prior  mortgage  of  the  same  land  by  the  grantor,  is  sufficient 
evidence  to  support  the  action.  Waldo  v.  Long,  7  Johns.  Rep. 
173.  So,  where  a  sheriff  who  had  taken  a  bond  with  sureties  for  the 
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^Hi^  judgment  o(  a  court  of  ^ocyrrent  jurisdictiQO)  .di- 
rectly upon  the  point,  is,  as  a  plea,  a  bar",'lJ!^s  ei^ideiice, 
conclusive,  upon  the  same  matter  xJirecdy  in  qu<;g|iQn  in 
anolher  court  (6}^.  .  And  it  is.  a  bar:t6  a|)j  other ^etion.  oi 
the  same  nature  as  the  first  (J^  iSyapiums  of  the  same 
*natunej  is  mea,nt,  actions  ifi'i^pjixiilar  degree  ;  not  merely 
those  which  have  a -^militude  of  form-    *AI1  peT$;oaal  ac* 

tipns  are  of  tl)e  same.degree ;  4herefo;re  each  is  a  perpetual 
«•  "  __  *  •    •  *  ' 

l^ar  (!)•     Tbu^ajudgmentinan  action  of  debt,  isabarin 

assumpsit  on  .the. .same  jcoQtract  (^)*    And  a  judgment  in 

trespass,  wh6n  the  right  of  pfx>peyiy  is  determihed,  will  be 

a  bar  in  trover  for  the  samp  takingX^)«     So,  a  verdict  for 

the  defendant  in  troverjsa^^ar  in  an  action  for  money^had 

and  received,  for  *the  money  .ariaix^g  fni>m  th(&  sale  of  the 


s 


See  aote,  p.  223.  (2>*81ade'flcase,  4Rep»94.Coiii. 

^.^  Ferrer*8  caae, 6  Rep.  T;  Cro.     Die.  tit.  AbtioD,  K.  3. 
Ehm.fB.G.  Bp«rry*Bca8e,6Rep.        ^)  Com,  J)ig..  7b.  Putt  v,  Aofl- 


«1.    HitchiD  T.  Campbell;  2  Black. 
827.  831. 
'  (1)  2  Black.  831. 


ter^  2  Mod.  qi9 ;  3  Mod.  1.  S.  C. ; 
Sir  T.  Raym.  472,  p.  C.    2-Blai3k. 
V  Rep.  831. 
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liberties  of  the  gaol  granted  to  *a  jjrisoner  in  exetution  was  sued 
for  an  escape,  of  which  isuit  the  sureties  had  notice  ^.and  a  judgment 
recovered  against  htni ;  in  an  action  by  the  sheriff  on  the  bond 
against  the  prisoner's  sureties  it  waslield  (hat  the  former  judgment 
was  conclusive  evidence.  Kip  v.  Brigham  4*  dherst  6  Jahfu,  Rep. 
iSB.  S.  C.  7  Jckns.  Rep,  X6i,  So/  in  an  actipn  agah^t  an  at- 
torney for  the  loss  of  the  evidence  of  a  debt»  the  defence  was  that 
the  plaintiff  had  another  reitiedy  for  \he  recovery  of  bis  debt  which 
he  had  successfully  pursued,  and  it  was  held  that  the  record  of 
such  recovery  was  evidence  ^f  tbe  fact  although  -the  attorney  was 
no  party  to  it.  ffuntington  v,  RunmiU^  3  Day  390.*  Vide  ante, 
46,  47.  n.  48.  66.  96.  •  '     c 

2^' 
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same  goods  (4)  (a).     One  great  criterion  for  trying,'  whe- 
ther the  matter  or  cause  of  action  be  the  same,  is  that  the 

-  same  evidence  will  mSintain  both  the  actions  (6).     But 
where  the  plaintiff  failed  in  his  first  suit  onaccount^of  some 

^defect  in  pleading,  or  from  having  mista1(en  the  form  of 
action,  the' Judgment  wiD  not  be  conclusive,  and  lie  may 
bring  aBother  action. to  try  iKe  san{c  right  (5)  (c). 

If  The  plair^^  on  the  trial  of  liis  section,  attempted  to 
prove  a  demand  againe^t  the  defendant,  and  failed  in  the 
attempt,  he  cinnot  set  it  up  again  in  a  second  action  (<f)« 
But,  jf  he  omitted  togive  any  evidence  of  the  clemand  on 
the  former  occasion,  though  he  had  an  opportunity  of  doing 
so*  he  is  noi  precluded  froia  'doing  it  afterwards.  Thus, 
when  the  plaintiff  in  a  former  action  declai-ed  on  a  promis- 
sory note  and  for  goods  sold,  but,  upon  executing  a  writ  of 
inquiry  after  judgment  by  defeult,  gave  no  evidence  on  il^ 
count  for  goods  sold,  the  judgment  was  not  a  bar  to^is  re- 
covering for  the  goods  in  another  Action  (6)  {e)k  So^  it 
has  been  held,  that  an  award,  made  on  a  reference,  of  all 
matters  in  difference  between  the  parties,  is  so  ^r  to  any 

(4)  Hitchm  t.  Campbell,  2  Black.    H  Rep.  8.  a.    Com.  EHg.  tit.  Acti<xi, 
827.  L.  4.   2  Black.  831. 

(3)  RohiDsoii^s  case,  h  Rep.  33.        (6)  Soddoov.  Tiitop,6T.  R.  607. 


(a)  So,  a  Tecdict  io  trespass  de  bonis  asportatis,  is  a  bar  to  an 
ajction  of  assumpsit  for  the  price  of  the  same  goods;  Rice  v.  Kif^y 
7  Johns.  Rep,  20. 

(b)  Vide  Rice  v.  King,  7  Johns.  Rep.  «0,  JoknsiHi  v.  SmUk,  8 
Johns.  R^.  383.  R.  r.  Emdcn,  9  Ead'sRep.  436. 

(c)  Vide  BenfM  v.  Duff'y,  Rep.  Court  rf  Canf.  98. 

(rf;  Vide  Broclway  v.  Kinney,  2  Johns.  Rep.  210.  PleOner  ?* 
Besi,  11  Jiihns.  Rep.  530.    Irztin  v.  Knox,  \0  Johns.  Rep.  365. 

(e)  So^  if  the  plaint :fi'  in"^  former  action  joined  two  trespasses 
in  the  s;\me  cou.nt,  and  Ihe  court  on  motion  of  the  defendant  com- 
pplled  him  to  elect  for  whicfi  trespass  be  would  proceed,  and  that 
he  shouI<i  not  go  for  both,  and  the  jury  found  damages  accordingly, 
it  will  not  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action,  brought  for  the  tres- 
pass \\  hicli  he  was  obliged  to  abandon.  Snider 4r  Von  FecfUen  ▼. 
Cray,  2  Johns.  Rep.  S?27. 
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causeof  action,  which, the  plaintiif  had  against  the  defend- 
.  ^nt  at  the  lime  of  the  rwrence,  if  it^ppear  that  the  sub- 
ject-matter *of  the  action  was  not  inquired  into  before  the  *  338 
arbitrator  (1)  (a).                        ^  *    ^ 

in  considering  the  effect  of  a  former  judgment,  it  is  to 
be  observed  that  the  judgment, -whether  it.  be  pleaded  in 
bar,  or  given  in  evidence  where  special  pleading  is  not  re- 
quired,- can  be  fiiTal  only  for  its  o.wn  proper  purpose  and 
object,  with  reference |o  the  subject-matier  of  the  9vit,  and 
uponthe  pointy  there pirtinissue'wci  directly  determined  (6). 
Therefore,  in  an  action  for>  ^bstrjactiiig  a  watercourse, 
where  a  verdict  for/tfae.pIaintiB*  in  a  fonpej'  aotion,  which 
had  been  brought  agamst-lhe  defendant  for  another  ob- 
struction to  the  same  watercourse,  w&s  ofiercd  in  evidence 
under  the/  general  issue,  Lord  Mansfidd  held,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  pot  obtained  such  a  determination  oS  his  right, 
by  the  fdrmer  verdict,  as  the  laiv  considered  ccyrclusive  (2), 
And  this  decision  has*. been. recognized  and  confirmed  iaa 
very  elaborate  jud|;ment,  before  referred  to,  on  the  nature 
of  estoppels  (3)  (c).  .  ... 

(1)  Rayee  v.  Farmer^  4  T..  H.  mOutraniv.  More*VDod,3Eait,365» 
146.  ...     (3)  Per  Lif.  EItenbo^ough'i^O^»• 

(2)  Sir  F.ETelyov.  Hayn€i»,cited    tram  V.  Morewood»  ib.* 

■  ■  -  I        ■  ■  .        t        M     III  I  ■  I  ■  I        ■       ■     I  ■  ■■IK 

(a)  Contra.  De  L&iig  v.  Stant/n^  9  Jchii8»  kept  38-  IVkeeUr  v. 
Ton  Howtfifi,  12  Johns.  Rep.  311. 

(6)  yide  Ryer  w  AtwiUer,  4  Day  431.  In.  that  case  Swift,  J. 
says,  that  when  there  are  several  distinct  facts  which  constitute  the 
points  contested  betive^n  the  parties,  no  authority  can  , be  found 
*  Ihat  will  warrant  the  admission  of  a  verdict  as  evrdence  to  prove 
one  of  the  several  facts  put  in  issue.  In  the  cases  rc[)orted  tl^e 
verdict  goes  to  the  whole'  point  fn.  issue,  and  not  to  a  part  of  4he 
facts  :  and  this  distinction  is- founded  in  reason  ;  for  where  the  facts 
are  different,  the  same  points  precisely  cannot  be  in'Cvidences 

(c)  Ip  order  to  make^  record  e^dence  tp  conclude  any  matter, 
it  should  appear  that  that  matter  was  in  issue,  which  should  appear 
from  the  record  itself:  nor  should  evidence  be  admitted  that  under 
such  a  record  any  particular  matter  came  in  question;  SinizetUck 
V.  Lucas,  \  Esp,  Rep,  43.     M<innif  v.  Harris^  2  Johns,  Rep,  24. 
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A  judgment  iivone  action  of  ejectment  is  not  cwi^lnsive 
in  another,  in  cons^ijpiehce  of  qie^titious  natirrt  of  the 
proceedings.*    However,  it  is.conclusive^  evidence  of  the 
plaintifT^s  title,  against  t^e  tenant  io  possession,  in  an  ac- 
tion for  mesne  profits ;  for  tKe  plaintiff  to  jentiUe  himself  to 
recover  in  an  ejectment,  must  show  a  possessory  right  not 
barred  by  the  statute  ^ofr  limiUiitions.     This  judgment,  like 
all  pthers,  only  concludes  the  parties,  as  to  the  sttkjecl^ 
malUr^    It  proves  nothing,  beyond  the  time  laid  in  the 
demise';  because,  beyond. that  time 4iiei plaintiff  has  alleged 
no  title,  nor  could  be  put  Mk  prove  ^any.    As  to  the  length 
of  time  al^o,  di^ring  which  the  tenant  has  occupied,  or  9S 
to  the  yalue,4he  judgment  pppves  nothing,  for  the' s^Ln^e 
reasoxi  (Vj  (<f). .         ,      ^  .         ..  ^ 
*  237  *TlieF(B  is  a  differe'ticc,  U  has  been  said,  between  real 

actions  a^fjif^erspnal  actions,  as  to  the  conolaiisiveneBsbf  a 
judgment.  •  ^Mn  a  personal  action,  as  debt^  a.ccount>  &c. 
the  bar  is  perpetual ;  for  the  plaioti4[  cannot  have  9n  action 
of  a  higher  nature,  and  ba3  no  repaedy  but  by  error  or 
attaint  ( I ).  But  if  the  plainUif  he  b'ariredy  in  a  real  action, 
by  judgment  on  a  verdict,, demnrrcr,  Confession,  &p.  yet  h« 
jnay  have  an  aclkyi  ^  ^  higher  nature,  and  try  the  same 
right  again  ^  because  it  concerns  thp  freehold  and  inheri- 
tance (2).**  ^Now,  although  it  is  true  that  the  same  ^matter 
may  be thus^tfied again,  yet  the  formef  judgment  is  no  les& 
conclusive  upon  the  immediate  right  then  hi  demand,  as 
far  as  that  fom^'r  jiidgment  purports  to  bind,  and  against 
all  snicb  persons^  as  ij'  is  competent  bj'  law  to  bind  (3). 
A  judgment  is  final  for  its  owii  proper  purpose  and 
object,  and  no  f^rther.-  A.recovery  in  any  suit,  upon  issue 
joined  on  .matter  of.  title,  is  conclusive  upon  the  subject- 
matter..  Thu;s,  a  finding  upon  title  in  trespass  not  only 
operates  as  a  b^  to  the  future  recovery  of  damages  for 

(4)'AifaT.faiUB,2Biirr.  WSi  (2)  SeeUiejudgmmtiBOutrem  v. 

(t\  1st  ResoL  Ferrer's  case,   6    Morewood,  3  East  369. 
ReV?.    .  (3)  lb.  354. 


^.^ 


{d)  Vide  Btti/y  and  others  v.  Fokirplay,  6  Birmey  460. 
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Sect.  3.5   With  lii^ermc^  io  JU  Stibjeet-^nafter. 

•a  trespassfpundedupon  the  ^smfi ii\jury,  but  operates  also 
as.  an  e5top))el  to  any.kcfeioa for  aa  ii^jury  to  the  same  sup- 
posed right  of  possessiop  (3).      -    • 
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Of  the  AdmissilnlUjfi  fn*  Civil  Cases^  of  Verdicts  in 
*  ^      •     nal  Proceidings* 


f 


4t  does  not  appear  t(h  be  clearly  settled,  whether  ver- 
dicts; which  have  beeft^given  iiicrhniDa)  proGeedipgs,  can 
be  admitted  as  eyidenc^'  in  civil  cases,  in  the  case^of 
Hilly ard  and  Oranthiapi  (4),  which  was  ail  jssue  directed 
by  the  Court  of  Chamcfery  to  try;'  a  4\iesticin  of.  legitimacy, 
a  sentence,  against  the  siifqiosed^facher^  and  mother^  upon 
a  proceeding  against. them  in  the  . Consistory  Court  of 
Lincoln,  for-  living  together  in  fiiH'nicationi  was  offered 
*id  evidence,  to.prove  ihat'lhey  yere  not  ^married;  but 
the  whole  0ourt  of  King's  ^ench*  were  of  opinion,  onf  a 
trial  at  bar,*  that  the^senteiice  co^ld  not  be  given  in  evi- 
dence; "  because,  first,  it. was  a  oriminal  matter,  and 
could  not  be  given  in  evidence  jn  a  civil  cause  ;  next,  be> 
catise  It  was  res  inter  alios  acta,  and  cpuld  not  affect  the 
issue  :  i^ut  they  held,lhat,  if  it  had  been  ^  s^nfence  «h  the 
pomt  of  malriage  in  a  questiqn  on  the  lawfulness  of  the 
mai'riage,  it  might  have  been  given  in  evidence,  b^ing  the 
sentence  of  a  court*  having  proper  jurisdiction."   ' 

And  in  the  case  of  Gibson  v.-Maccarty  (1),  ph  an  issue 
to  try  the  genuineness  of  some  promi^soiiy  notes,  depo^ 
sitions  of  a  deceased  witness  having  been  rea^d  on  the  pajrt 
of  the  plaintiff,  (in  which  depositions  the  witness  swore, 
that  the  defendant  had  acknowledged  the  notes  in  question 
and  also  another  note,)  it  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the 

(3)  See  the  jndgmeDt  in  On-  Browiuord  y.  Edwards,  t  Ves.  24S. 
train  v.  Morewood,  3  East  3S9.  apd  in  Rep»  temp.  Hard.  311. 

(4)  Cited  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in '    *  (1)  Rep.  temp*  Hard.  311. 
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defendant^  to  show  by  a  record  of  conviction,  that  the 
plaintiff  ha(l  since  been  convicted  of  forging^this  other 
note,  mentioned  by  the  dieponeot ;  Sor  such^evidedce^  It 
was  said,  would  go  to  ih^  credit  of  the  depon^t's  evi- 
dence, as  to~  the  acknowJedgipant  of  th6  notes  in  questioii  9 
and,  secondly,  because  there  is  at  all  times  a  liberty  given 
to  examine  into  the  pletintiff's  character.  But  this  evi- 
*dence  was  opposed  on  the  partbf  {he  plaintiff,  {on  the 
grojmd,  that  no^c^cord >bf  a  criminal  action  can  be  givtn 
in  evidence  in  a  civil  sui^,  because' such  a  conviction  might 
have-  beeq  upon  the  evidence  of'  a  party  interested  an  the 
civil  action,)  and  Lord  Hai^dwicke  16  reported  to  have  said, 
^'nhat  the  general  tule^was^as  had  been  stated  by  the  plain- 
tiff's counsd  (2),  and  that  it  had  been  so  strictly  kept,  that 
}  in  the  case  of  the' Hil(jrards,  on  a /question  of  legitimacy, 
the  Courf  refused  to  admit  a  ^etitence  of  eiLCQmmUnication 
in  the  spiritual  coiirt  for.  fornication  between  the/athef  an4 
mother  of  the  party,  HvhoseJegitimaey  wasimpeaphed." 
*  939  ^In  a  third  case  (1)  to  be  found  on  this  subject,  npon  an 

issue  to  try  the  question  of'devise  or  nO'deVise,'4  coro*- 
ner^s  inquest,  .finding  the  deceased  a  lunatic,  was  offered 
in  evidence  against  the  "plaintiff,  who  claimed  a%  executrix, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing,  that  the  deceased  was  incotn- 
petent  to  mak^  a  will;  this  evidence  was  objected. to oq' 
t£e  part  of  the'  j^Iaintifi^  ahd  the  co.urt  were  equially  divided 
in  opinion.  The*  Chief  Justice  (Parker)  was  of  opinibn 
that  the  inquest  oughSt  to  be«  admitted,  "  beeattse  it  was 
for  the  plaintiff's  advantage,*  as  the  personal  estate  would 
be  saved  by  the  finding  of  lunacy,''  and  he  added,  that  in 
Lord  Derby's  case  an  inquest  post  mortem  was  allowed  to 
be  given  in  evidence,  '  Mr.  Justice  PoXvys  agreed  with  the 
Chief  Justfce.  Mr.  Justice  Eyre  said,  *'  This  is  a  criminal 
matter,  and  f  ught  not  tO/  be  ^iven  in  evidence  in  a  civil 
proceeding*  A  verdict  on  an  indictment  for  battery  can-' 
not  be  read  in  an  action  for  the  same  battery.     An  inquest 

(2)  Ace.  pel'  Sir  J.  Madsfield,  C.        (1)  Jones  v.  White,  Tr.  at  bar^ 
J.  io  Hathaway   v.    Barrow    and      1  Str.  61^. 
Others,  1  Campb.  161. 
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*  post  mortem  is  ih  the  aature  <Jf  a  civil  proceeding,  but  thi? 
is  criminal,  for  it  might  induce  a  forfeiture  of  the  goods, 
if  he^had«been'foQDd  felotte  sc.'^  And  Mr:- Justice  Pratt 
saiftj  "'-If  a  verdict  be  giv^  in  'eViclence^it  must  be  be- 
tMr&en  the.  same  parties,  and,  th)efrefore^  an  indictment  at 
the  suit  of  thcf  king  cannot  b0  -read  in  an  action  at  the  suit 
ef-theparfy,  ,.;        .   -r 

*  The  objections,  then,  against  the  admissibility  of  sucli 
ovidence^  seem  to  be,  "first,  that  the  parties  arenot^the 
^'ame  in  the  dril'suitas  in  -th^  ci^iminal  case  ;  and  second- 
ly, ihat  th6  jDarty  in  Ihe  civjl  suitj  on  whose  behalf  the  evi- 
.  dence  i^  supposed  to  be  d$eired,"iniglxtbave*been  a  witness 
on' the  prosecution*  •  On  the  other  :hand^  it  may -be  said, 
that,  although  the  prosef^uticni  *was  tondttcted  in  the  name 

'  of  the  king,  no  kind  Of  injustiqe  cao  *be.done  "to  the  de- 
fendant in  ^dmkting  the  record  of  convittibn  as  evid^nqe 
against  him  on  the  points' there*  in  i^sue,  since 'he  had  a 
^  full  opportunity -at  the  triat  of  def(^ding  himself  s^nd,  if  he 
*cauld,'  of.dieprovihg  the  charge:  and,  with 'regard' to 'the 
.  second  ol^ectfon,  it  cannot,  at  least,  a|^ly  ip  cases  where 
^  party,  who  offers  thfe  judgnieni  in  evidence^  was  nrft  in ' 
fact  a  witness  onrthe  prosecution,*  01:* where  from  di^natur^ 
of  the  ca^e  he  could  not'haf  e  been  admitted.      - 

Mr;  Justice -Buller  lays  down  the  rule. generally  (1.), 

'  "that /a  conviction  in'  a  •c6urt  of  ppiminal  jurisdiction  is 
<ionclusiVe  evidence  of  the  fact,  if  it  aftei*jvards  come. col- 
laterally in  controversy  an  fcourts  of  civil  jurisdiction.  '  As, 
suppose  the  father' convicted  on  an  indictment  fof  having 
two  wivtts,  thisj  lie  says,  would.be  conclusive  evidenoe  in 
an  action  of  eject(ncnV  where  tiie  validity  of  the  secopd 
marriage  is  in  dispute*'.'.     Hbwe^er,  it»  seems  V6ry  qu^s- 

(1)  Bull.  N.  P.  246. 
*  In  support  of  this^  the  case  lOr  Boyle  v.  Boyle  (1)  is  cited  ;  whfifre^a 
woman,  who  was  libelled  in  the  'spititua]  court  in  a  cause  of  jactitation  of 
marHage,  apptitedlo  the  Covt  of 'Kidg^s.  Beoch  (br  a  probibitioD,  su^gesi- 
ing  that  the  complainant  had  been  convicted  of  bigamy  in  marrying  h^r ; 
and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  granted  the  prohibitioD.    The' b^st  report 

<1)  3Mod.  164.  Comberb.  72.  d.  C. 
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lionable  whether  ih^  verdict,  m  stich.91  cas^,  wouNbe 
admitted  as  conclusive^  \tt  the  Duchess  of  Kingston*^ 
case  (S),  Lord  Ch*  J»  Eyre,  tii  delivefiAg  his- judgment^ 
fiaid,  that  if  an  ofiender  is  c^tivict^d  of  feloby  xm  confer-  - 
sioD,  or  is  outlawed^  not  only  the  tim^of  theYelony,-l^t' 
the  felony  itsieif  may  be  traversed  by  a  purcha^r,  trhos^ 
conveyance  would^i^e  aflei:^eG(,  as  it  stands ;  anH  eVi^n  affter 
a  conviction  Ify  verdict,  he  may  traverse  the  time.- 
>  If  the  rule  is,  as  Mr.  Justice  DdUer  has  laid  down,  that 
a  record  of  conviction  mayTbe  giv^n- in  evidence,  911  th^ 
seine  matter  in  a  civil  suit,  it.  must  be  understl^od  ait  feast 
*  241  ♦with  this  limi(ati6n^  that  the  party  aggrieved  ivas  nbt  a 

witness- on  the  ]G^os'ecution.  To.adafit  the  reoord  as  evi- 
dence on.  any  other  cdnditioh,  wOuM  be  in  effect  to  allow 
tfie  party  to  a  suit  td  give  evidence  for  himself.  The  re^ 
cord,*in  isuch  a  c^se,  seems  tipon 'every  principle  inadmis- 
sible 5  and  the  role  must  be  .the'  sam>s, Whether  the  cott- 
yiction  was  founded  solely  on  the  prosectttoif?!*  testimony^  * 
or  whether  £is 'testimony  was  corroborated  by  other  evi- 
dence.  ThuSj  oa  a.  trial  for  perjury  committed  in  an  an- 
swer to, a  biH  of  injunction,  tbe  person  who  was  sued  by 
me  defendant  ii\  an  action  then  pending,  and  who  in  GOa-* 
sequence  filed  the  bill,  w^s  thought  to  be  a  competent  wit- 
hess  (1),  on  the  ground  that  a^convi(;tJon,  procured  by  his 
•  testiiDony,  could  not  be  used  by  dim  for  obtaining  relief  in 
equity  against  .the  defendant's  action  at  ktw  (2).  >Sb  a  con* 
viction  for  an  assault 'before  a  magistrate,  on  the  informa- 
tion pf  the  injured  patty,  is  not  evidence  in'  an  action  for 
the  ^ame  assault  (3)/  Ch-  R  Gilbert  seems  indeed  to  have 
been  of  opinion,  that,  where  the  verdict  in  the  criminal 

*"     f2)  ll  St.  Tr.  261.          '  (2)"Bartlfit  v.  Pickersgill,  4  Ea«t 

(1)  R.  V.  B68ton,4  East581.  Bar-  57t.  n.  (*). 

'    doDv.  BrawniDg,  1  T«tunt.  521.'   «  <     (9)  9mi(liiy.^]iimeii8, 1  Campb. 

'  9.                    . 

'  of  thii  case  » i»  Comberbacb^  wfaence  it  appears  that  Hdloway,  C.  J.  and 
A]liboDe,'J.  granted  the  probrbitioq  against  the  opiiiioii  of  Powel^  J.|  ^^  be- 
cause, tbejsaid,  the  Ubel  is  for  jactita<tioiif  and  the  ecdesiaatical  court  wiD 
not  allow  the  plea.''  Nothing  farther  is  to  be  found  in  the  case,  to  support 
t)ie  general  position  laid  down  bjrMr.  Justice  Buller. 
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prosecution  is  supported  by  other  testimony,  besides  that 
df  the  party  vrho  wishes  to-av^il  himsetf  of  it  in  the  civil 
sqit^  there  the  verdict  maybe  properly  received  in  evi- 
dence :  fof,  though:  the  verdict,  he  s^ys,  may  be  diminished 
in  pojntof  authority  by  showfrig  that  ft  was  partly  founded 
on  the  oath  of  the  party  interested  in'th^  actioii,  yet  the 
jai*y  ought  to  respect  it.nocfurther  than  as  they  presume  it 
was  given  and  supported  by  other  witnesses  not  concerned 
in  the  cause  (4)."  It  may  «tW,  however,  be  objected,  that 
the  fhct  might  have  found  cfedit  from  the  party^s  oath,  and 
since  this*  evidence  is  so  (ntermteed,  that  it  cannot  appear 
on  what  the  jury  relied^  the  verdict  ought  nj!>t  to  beadmit* 
ted  at  all  as  evidence.  *  ^    - 

'  I'hougb  a  conviction,  says  Mr,  Justice  Bullefj  in  a  co^rt 
of  criminal  jurisdictioji  is  conclusive. Evidence  of  the  fact, 
♦if  it  aftetwards  con?©  coHate^Hy  in   contrdversy   in  a  *S45> 

court  of«  civil  jurisdiction  \  yet  an  acqoittal^^  which*  does 
not,  like  a  conviction)  ascertain  facts,  is  na  proof  of  the 
reverse  (1)*    -  .     *   - 

.(4)  Gilb.  Ev.  26.  ..for  the  parish  on  a  second  indict- 

(1)  BulL  N.  P.  245.  Gilb:  £y.  32^  ^  ment,  R.  r.  St.  Paneras,  Peake  X: 

A  verdict  of  not  ^iltj,  on  an  indict-  .  P.  C..219.    As-  to  acqoittal^  in  th^- 

tnent  against  a, parish  for  not  repair-    Exchequer,  see  infra,  c.  3.  a.  3;  ad  fin: 

iRjg^  a  road,  is  skid  not  to  be  evidence 
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CHAP.  IIL 

■  I    . 

On  Judgment  of  Courts  of  exclusive  JurisdicUojii, 

Tbe  great  principle  on  this  subject  19,  that  a  judgmciat  df 
a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction,  directly  upon  the  point, 
is  conclusive,  between  the  same  parties,  upon  the  same 
matter  coming  incidentally  in  question  in  anoth^  court  foi^ 
a  different  purpose  ;  but  that  the  judgment  either  of  a  court 
of  concurrent  or  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  not  evidence  of 
any  matter,  which  cajne  collaterally  in  qi^estion,  though 
within  their  jtn'isriiction,  nor  of  any  matter^incidentally  cog- 
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nizable,  nor  of  an^  matter  tobe'lniemfd  by  argippent 
from  the  judgment  (2),  '  . 

But,  although  Buch  sentences  are  conclustue,  and  cannot 
be  impeached  from  vvithin^  yet,,  like  all  other  acts  of  the 
highest  judicial  authority,  they  are  impeachable  from  with- 
out (3).  Fraud  is  ^n  extrinsic  collateral  act,  which  vitiate^ 
the  most  solemn  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice.  Lofd  . 
Coke  says,  it  vitiated  all  judicial  actsj  .whether  ecclesiasti- 
cal or  temporal  (4).  •  .  ' 
<    In  treating  of  this  subject,  it  is  proposed, to  consider,- 

1.  Sentences  of  Ecclesiastical  Courts  r  2.  Sentences  of 
Courts  of  Adoirralty,  and  of  Foreign  Coufts :  3.  Judgments 
^243  ^iti  rem  in  the  Exchequer,  and  by  Commissipners  of -EX'* 

else  t:  41  Sentences  by  a  College  in  one  of  therUniversir 
tiesy'and'CohvJGlions  before  Magistrates* 


^  •  ■ 
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Of  Sentences  in  the  EccUsiaslicai  Courts • 


'\ 


Spiritual  counts  have  the  sole  and  exclusive  cognizance 
of  questioning  or  deciding  d'irectly  the  legality  of  iharriage. 
And  die  temporal  courts  have  an  inherent  power  of  decid- 
ing incidentally  ais  -far,  as  tempo  rah  rights  ai^e  concerned, 
either  jjppn  the  fact  or  legality  of  a  marriage,  when  they 
form  a  part  of  some  more  general  issne  within  theit  cog- 
nizance, or  ai'e  in  some  way  connected  with  the  decision  of 
•tfie  proper  object  pf  their  jurisdiction.  But  where,  in  civil 
causes,  the  temporal  courts  find  th^  question  of  marriage 
directly  determined  by  the  ecclesiastical  court,  they  receive 
the  sentence'  as  conclusive  proof  of  the  fact\  it  being,  an 
authority  accredited  in  a  judicial  proceeding  by  a  coUKof 

Competent  jurisdiction  (.1)«  They  receive  it  upon  the  same 

i  .     '     '  '   • 

(2\  1 1  StatcT.  R.  26K  Judgment  (4)  Fermor'fi  Cawe,  3 Co.  Rep.  Tft. 

of  Cb.,  J.  De  Grey  in  Ducbess  of  b. 

KiDgBton's  case.  (1)  Judgment  oPDe  Crey,  C.  J. 

(3)  lb.  262.                        ■  11  St.  Tr.  ^1.     BuntiDg's  case,  4 


^ 
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priRQipfes^  and  subfect  to  the  saiqe.  rules,  by^ivhich  they 

admit  the  acts  of  other  courts.     A  sentence  of  nullity, 

therefore,  atMla  sentence  in  affircpance  of  ntiarriage,  have 

been  received  as  conclu$iv^  evidence  on. a  question  of 

leg^tknaoy  arising  incidentally  upon  a.  claim  to  a  real  jBs^ 

tate  (3).  .  So,  a  sentence  in  a  cause  of  Jactitation  has  been 

received  as  evidence  against  a  marriage,  upon  a  title  ia 

ejectoieni,.and  in  persqoal  actions  immediately  founded  en* 

a  supposed  marriage!  (2).  In  all  these  cases,  iiaid  C.  J.  De  "^  . 

Grey  (3),  die  parties  to  the  suit,  or  at  least  .the  parses 

.  against  whom  the  evidence  was  recei^ed^  were  parties  to 
the  sentence,  and -had  a<;^iescedupder  it;  Qt».  (;Jaimed 
^undec  those  who  were  parties  and  ba^  acquiesced.   And,  *  244 

.  J]\  general,  the  s^tenc^s  of  the  spiritual  court  are  not  evi- 
dence, except  agaiifest  the  parties  Xa  the  sujt  in  which  the 
jucfgment  was  gHei>9  o^  against  those  claiming  under, them. 
To  make  them  conclusive  against  strangers,  Y^ould  be  giv.- 
ing  them  dn  effect  h^yond'what  a  judgment  jn  the  courts  of 
common  law  is  allowed  to  have*  In  a  fQ.w  particular  in- 
stances, indeed)  namely,' where  issue  is  joined  on  therecord  ' 
in  certain  real  wri(s,  on  the  legality  of  marriage,  or,  its  im- 
n^ediate  consequence,  general  bastardy,  or  on  the.  fact  of 
profession  or  deprivation,  in  l;bose  c>ses  upon  ih<b  issue  so 
formed  the  mode  of  trying  the  question  is  by  reference  to 
the  ordinary,  and  his  certificate,  whciv  returned 'and  eht^r^ 
'ed  on  reeord  in. the  temporal  .courts,  is  a  ^perpetuaf  ^nd 
conclusive  evidence  against  all  the  world  on  that  point  (a)  ; 
which  exceptionable  extent  was  the  occasion  of  a  statute  in 
the  rejgn  of  Henry  the  Siftth,  requiring  certain  pubfic^pro- 

Co.  Rep.  29.    Keon's  cage,  7  Co,         ($)  11  State  Tr.  ?61. 
Rep.  42.    Jones  y.  Bow,  Carth.  225.         (3)  lb.  * 
Da  Costa  v.  Villa  Real,  2  Stra.  960, 

^^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ . 

(a)  AH  issues  upon  legality  of  marriage,,  and  upon  plea$  or  al- 
legations of  general  or  special  bastardy,  shall  be  tried  by  the 
couQtry  and  not  otherwise.  Laws.  ofJiew-York^  Sess.  36.  c.  4* 
9p  5.  1  R.  L*  326.  \     .^ 
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clamations^to  be  mad^,  for  persoDS  ioi^rested  to  cooie  io 
and  be  parties  to  the  proceeding  (1). 
'  A  sentence  in  a  caUse  of  jactitation,  abo,  ls<  evidepc« 
igainst  a  marriage,  andbas  been  received  as  such,  upon  a 
tide  iiv  ejcctoient,  and  in  personal  actiona  itnme^talely . . 
founded,  upoh  a  supposed  ^larriage  (2)  ;  but  il  will  aot,  like 
a  sentence  of  nuWiij^- he, eonelusive  evidence.    They  are  .  ' 
sentences  .of  a  very  -  difierent  n&t,qre  and  operation.    A 
cause  of  jactitation  is  ranked  as  a  causer  of  defamatioti  only^ 
and  not  ^s  a  xnatrimonial\cause9  unless  when  the  defei^lant 
pleads  a  maririage;:  anc^  whether  it  continues  a  matrioionial .  " 
qs^use  throughQUt,  as  some  say,,  or  cedsos.to  be  sq  on  failure 
of  proving  a  laarri^e,  still  the  sentence  has  on1y«  a^  nega« 
tive  and  qualified  ^effeqt,  namely,,  that  the  party  has  failed, 
in  his  proof,  and  (hat  the  libellant  is  free  from  all  matritno* 
nial  coritracf  "^s  far  as  yet  appears,".  leaving  it  open  to 
oew^  proofs  of  the  same  marriage  in  the  same  cause,  or  tp 
ahy  ^other  proofs  of  that  or  any^  other  marrisCgein.aaother 
cause  ;  and  if  such  sentence  is  no  plesL  to'a  new  suit  in  tho^ 
ecclesiastical  court,  and  is  not  conclusive  there,  it  cannot 
conclude  ahotfaer  court,  which  received  the  sentence,  from 
going  into  new  proofs  to  make  oi^t  that  or  any  o(ker  mar«i 
riage  (l).  .Admittifig.the  sentence  in  it,s  full  extent  and  im- 
port,  it  only  prove*s  that  it  did  not  yet  .appear;that  the  (>ar- 
ties  were  married,  :^nd  not  that  they  \^crc  not  married  at  all; 
and,  by  the  rAile  laid  down  by  Ld.  Ch.,  J.  Ho1l(2)v  such 
sentence  cannot  be  proof  oi  any  i^ing.to  be  inferred  by 
argument  from  it ;  and  therefore  it  is  itot  to  be  inferred 
tbat^there  was  no  mafriage  at  any;.time  or  place,  because 
the  court  had  npt  then  sufficient  ^videnpe  to  prove  a. mar- 
riage ^t  .a  particular,  time  and  place.,    Jn  the  Duchess  of 
Kingston's  case,  therefore,  on  a  charge  of  polygamy,  where 
a  sentence  in  the  spiritual  court  ijfi  a  cause  of  jactitation  of 
marriage  was  offered  as  conclusive  evidence  to  disprove 
the  second  marriage,  the  judges  held,  that  this  sentence. 


(1)  Sfee  tlie  judgment  by  De  Grey,        (1)  11  St. 
C.  J.,  ]  1  St.  tr.  £61.  '       (2)  Black 

(2)  USt.Tr.  ib. 


Tr.  261. 
Blackham^s  case,  1  Salk.  2$iP« 


"^^^^mm^mmi^mmimmitm 


Sect.  10  0/iSntai<^  |^:^2s«i^^C!MNf».  ^4# 

(evfio  odwUiog  it  to  be  evi4«itcp  on  a  criiBioal^  pod^ecu- 
'tion,)  could  noi  be  copclusiv^,.  but  that  the.  sentence  ,and 
the  jttdgHient  of  the -Lords  ipight  \vell;stapd  together,  .^nd 
both  propositions  .be  true.  The  sentence-would  only  pr^ovjei 
that  it  did  nbt^  then  appear  that  the  parlies  .were  ,married  ^ 
,  but)  beciau^e  .the  court^had  not  then  sufficient  proof  of  the 
marrifige  specified,  it  qould  not  be  inferred,  that  there  was 
fio  marriage  .bet]¥een  them  at.ai^y  Other  time  or  place.  . 
.  The  ecclesiastical  courts  have  aUo.excluaive  autl^oriQr 
in  deqiding  on  this  Validity  of  wilts  of  t^ng§  personal,  .,^d 
in  granting  administiatipn  (9).  And  thejr  sentences,  pror 
ndunced  in  the  exercise  oC  this  sple^nd  exclusive  jurisc^ic* 
tipOf  are^to^in^ing  QVi'4hQtempo.rai  potfrte^^  as  to,  be  con* 
^usiye  evidence  of  the  right  directly  determined  ((r)«  Thus 
a  probate  unrepealed  is  conclusive  evjdctnce,  in  civil  caseii, 
of  the  validity  of  a  will  f  'and  th^efore^  payment  of  money 
to  an  executor,  w^p  has  obtained  probate  of  a  forged  wil], 
is  ^^a^discharge  to  the  debtor  of  the  in^ejitate,  though  the  *'246 

probate  &'afterwfirc^.daclac&d  nuU'^nd  void  (f),'  But  the 
sentence  iscevidexice  only  of  the  point  directly  determined ; 
.  it  will  not  be  evidence  of  any  collateral  matter,  which*  may 
possibly  be  collected  or  inferred  from  th^/sentence  by;ar-> 
gmnent(2)v'  .    .    ;•        -  ,      i    ■• 

The  adyerse, party  o^ay  shaw.^at .the probate  isforged,'' 
becausesucb  evidence  supposes,  jthat  theiipiriiualx:ourt  ha$ 
giv^n  no  judgment ;  or,  if  Che  probate  was  granted  hyjgin 
^inferior  cQ^urt,  that  the  testator  left  bona  ratabilia,  fOr  then 
ihe  court  had  not  jurisdiction  (3)«     But  evidence  will,  not 

(3J^Noel  V.  WeUs,  1  Ley.  255.   I    *   (^  ^ackham's  caae,  1  Salk.  290. 
Tjd.  Ray.  262.  ^  3  T.  R.  ]$0.      -        See  ante,  p.  246. 
(1)  ^en  T.  Duudas,  3  T.  R.  126.        (JSJ  1  ^d.  359^  Bull.  fi.  P.  247, . 


ly  ■*  ^..  ■,.   I   ■         I   .    1 1  1*1 


.>  {a) Vide  Bu^.y.  Sh€ldoH,  1  bay  170.  Judscp.^  Wifey.  Lake, 
'•3  Day  318.  These  cases  show  tKat  a  decree  of  a  •'court  of  pro- 
.hates,  respecting  a  will  is,  in  Connecticut,  oooclusive.  as  to  .the  real 
property.  The  law  is  said  to  be  the  same  in  Massachusetts  and 
Rhode- Island.  Sptncer  Vi  Spencer y  Rep,  CC,  Z7.  S,  First  Circt 
622'.  '  .      . 
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be  admitted,  to  prove,'  Uiat  another  person  was  apppkUed 
*  -executor,  or  that  tbc  testator  iwas  insane  (A) :  that  would 
be  to  falsify^  the  proceedings,  of  the  ordinary  in  cases  where 
he  is  exclusive  jadge.  The  probate  of  a  will^  devising  real 
'  property,  is  not  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  will  (5)^ 
even  (hough  the  Tiriglnal'  is  proved  tp  be  lost  ^6) ;  ibe  spi-  , 
ritual  court  having  no  pow^r  to  authenticate  such  a  devise, 
as -far  it^reUtes  to  laiidr    ,      .  i       " 

It'  appears  then,  -that  xhe  aentenceof  an  ecdesiasiical 
eourt,  directly  upon  a  point  within  its  pecdiar jurisdiction, 
is  condusive  on  the  same  niafter,  coining  incidentally  into 
question  in .  a  ^ivil  caSe  in  another^couft. '  But  altEougb^ 
diclawstaRds  thus  witK-regard  to  eivil  suits^  ppocecdings 
in  matters  of  crime,  and  especially  of  felony,  fall  under  a  - 
different  consideration  (7) ;  first,  b^ause  the 'parties  are." 
not  the  same,  for-  the  king,  (in 'whom  the  trust  of  prosecu^ 
ting  public  offences,  is  vested,  a  tiiust  executed  by  bis  im- 
mediate ordecsj.or  in  his  name  by  soiiie  prosecutor,)  i&nol 
)  a  party  to  such  ppoqeedings  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  and 
cannot  be  admitted  to  defend,  examine  witnesses,-  or  in  any 
*  t247  "^mapoer  intervene  or  appear :  secondly,  such  doctrme 

would  tend  torgivc  Ae  spiritual  courts,  which  are  not  per- 
mitted to  exercise  any  judicial  cognizance  in  matters  of 
^  crime,  an  immediate  influence  jn  trials  for  offences,  and  to 

draw  the  decision  from  the  course  of  common  lai^i^,  to  which 
^  it  solely  and  peculiarly  belongs;  The  case  of  the  King  v» 
Vincent  (1),  therefore,  ^where  the  probate  of  a  will  is  said 
to  have  been  ado^iitted  as  conclusive  evMence  of  its  validi- 
ty, On  an  indictment  for  t^e  forgery  of  the  sam^  will,)  has 
'  been  frequently  much  questfondd,'  and  at  leugth  expressly 
dVjerruled  (2).  .  •  '-      ,  •  .       ^ 

;         For  the  same  reasbh,  a  sentence  in  a  spiritual  court  on 
jthe  question  of  marriage  will  not  preclude  inquiry  on  a  cri- 

«  "  *  * 

(4)  1  Lev.  236,  (7)  11  St.  Tr.  ^I. 

•  (4  Bull.  N.  P.  245.  m  I  Str.  481. 

(6)  Doe  d.  Ash    r.  Calyert,   2        (2;  R.  v.  GiiisoD,  Lane.  Sam.  Ass. 

Campb.  3»9.     Uok  v.  Natbrop,  1  1802,  before  Ld.  Ell^borough,  C.  J. 

-     Ld.  Ray,  154,  St.  Legpr  v.  Adams,  stated  by  Mr.  Kvansm  the  3d  vol,  of 

lb.  731.    Pi^e  y.  PolhUI,4b..744.  tis  edition  of  i^oUlie^,  p.  25^. 
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minal  diarge  of  polygatny ;  iinless  it  ia  made  to  have  such 

8(n  effect  by  an  express  provision  of  the  legislature.  'Now, 

by  the  statute  of  1  J.  1*  c.  1 K  which  makes  polygamy  a  fe- 

Imoiis offe|2ce,  and  for.the  trial  of  this  offence  necessarily 

gives  tor  the  tempore  courts  a  cogrrizance.of  the  lawfulness 

of  maniage,  it  is  provided  that  the-act  j'  3haU  not  extencf 

to  any  persons  divorced*  by  a  'sentence  4n  the.  ecclesiastical 

court,  nor  to  any  persons  where  the  former  marriage  l^as  * 

been  by  the 'Ecclesiastical  court  declared  nglland  void  (a).'^ 

There  are  two  cases,  then,  put  by  the  stati^te,  in  which  the 

sentence  of  the  ecclesiastical  couit  will  protect  against  the 

criminal  inquiry;  namely,  senlelVcefif  divorce  and  s^ntence^ 

of  nullity  of  marriage  (31.     But  the  statute  makejs  no  cx^ 

ceptionin  favour  of -a^sebtence  in  a  •  cause  of  jiactitatioa ; 

^nd  as 'such  a  sfsntente  is.not.oonclcrsive  even  in  the  court 

where  it  was  delivered,  and  declares  not  directly  bXit  only 

collaterally  the  invdlidlity  of  marriage,  it  ha^  been  adjudged 

not  to  lie  a  bar  10  a  criminal  prosecution  (4).  .       •  - 

It  has-been  before  mentioned,  that  jadgmente  and  sen- 
tences*  of  courts  of  justice,  or  any  other  judicial  act,  may 
*be  impeached  by  evidence  of  fraud^oc  coUusiob.  And  such  *  24^ 

evidence  "was  adjudged  t6  be  admissiBle,  on  thovpart  of  the 
prosecution,  in  the  case  of  the  Duchess  ^f  Kir^ston,  who 
was  tried  for  polygamy*  A  distinction,  in  this  respect,  has 
been  made  bet-ween  the  case  of  a'sti^ngcr,X^h(jf  cannot 

(3)  1  East  P.  t.  467.  (4)  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  11 

.St.  Tr.  460. 

-  '  .  -         M.  .  >_ 

m  •• 

^^  •  •  • 

(a)  Tbe  statute  of  the  state  ^f  New- York  has  a  like  exceptioQ 
df  persons  irho  shall  be  at  the  time  of  the  second  marnage  divor- 
ced by  the  sentence  or  decree  of  any  court  having-  cogHizan<%' 
thereof,  atid  where  the  former  marriage  has  been  by  the  s$;ntence 
or  decree  of  any  such  ceurt^  declare  to  be  void  and  cti  no  effect. 
Sess.  11.  c.  24.  1  R.  L.  113.  Hence^  according  to  the  principle 
stated  in  tbe  text,  if  tbe  party,  on  whose  eomplainit  ,a  divorce  for 
adultery  was  decreed  by  the  court  of  chancery,  marry  again,  and  - 
be  indicted  for  polygamy ,  the  decree  of  the  chailcellor  will  be 
conclusive  evidence  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 


I 
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i  cdnoe  in  and  reverse  the  judgment,  and*  thetefore  of  n^ces* 

I  dity  be  must  be  permitted  to  aver,  that  it  wa»  fraudulent,) 

|i  and  the  cajse  of  a  party  to  the  proceedings,  (who  cannot 

I  give  evidence  jDf  fraud,  but  nrast  apply  to  the  court,  which 

pronounced  thi?  judgment,  to  vacate  it ;)  and  therefore,  in 
the  case  Pnidham  v.  Phillips' (}),  where  the  diefcfndant 
proved  her  marriage  with  one' M.,  in  answer  to  which  a 
sentence  of  an  ecclesiastical  court  was  produced,  showing 
^  tha^  she  was  at  thp  time,  marri^'to  another  person,  Chief 

'  Justice  Willes,.  after  much  debate,  refjised  to  allow  the  de- 
fendant to  prove  that  the>  sentence  had' been  obtained  by 
fraud. '  '  ' 


t 

^ 
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Of  Sentences  inr  CoUfts  (tf  Admiralty  and  Foreign  Courts^ 

The  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  ha"S  the  sole  a*nd  exclusive 
cogniKarfce  in  questions  of  prize*  or  not  prize  at  sea  (2). 
The  true  reason  of  this  rule  is,  jhat  prizes  are  acquisition* 
jure  belK,  and  the  jus  belli  is  to  be  d^lertnined  by  the  law 
of  nations, 'and  not  by  the  parficufer  municipal  law  of  any 
country.  A  sentence  therefore  in  the  prize  court,  deciding 
the  question  of  prize,  is  conclusive,  iu  all  if  professes  to 
decide,  on  the  §amfe  point  incidentally  arising  in  courts  of 
common  law.  "'It  has  been  clearly  settled,  (said  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls  in  the  case  of^Kinder^ey  against  Chase  (3),) 
from  the  time  of  Lord  Hale  down  to  the  present  period,  ^ 
that  a  sentence  of  condemnation  in^'a  court  of  admiralty  is 
24^  conclusive,  when  *it  proceeds  on  the  ground  of  enemy's 

property,  that  .the  property  belongs  to  enemies,  and  not 
only  for  the  imhiediate.  purpose  of  such  a  sentence,  but  it 

is  binding  on  all  courts  and  against  all  persons.     The  sen- 

'•  «        •   . 

(1)  Amblet-,  763.  cited  by  the  L.    Caux  v.  £dei]>  2. Doug.  600.   Lmdo 
Ch.  from  a  MS.  note  of  Sergt.  Par-    v.  Rodnej,  o.  (1).  ib^^ 

ker.  (3)  Cockpit,  July    IWl,    Paiik 

(2)  TompsoB  f .  Smitk,  1  Sid.  390.    loMir.  last  edit*  490. 
Browa  y.  Frankly,  Cartb.  476.    Le 


Sect  1]        •     md  inJPoi^eign  Courts.  249 

tence  of  a*  court  of  admiralty  proceeding  in  l^m,  must  bind 
all  parties,  must  Wnd'aH  the  ivorid." 

The  sentence  of  a  foreign  couit'of  adniifalty,  also,  wBich 
is  acknowledged  by.^tbe^law  of  nations^  and  of  eompcteiit 
JurisdictiOD,  dedding^lhe  question  of  pfftjperty,  is.conclu- 
iiive,  if  tj^  same  qjiesiioh  arise  in  this  country  (])  (ay.  And 
ihougkiathe  case  of  HughesanjJ  Cornelius,  the  loading  casef 
On  this  suhj^t,  tho  question  upon  the  foreign  si^tence arose 
in  an  action  of'trover,  ahd  noLm  an^clion  on  a  policy  of 
assuran^5  (where  the  nen-coriipliance  with  'a  ivarranty  of 
neutrality  is  in  dispute,)  y^,' from,  that  period  down  tothe-, 
present,  the  doctrine  there,  laid  downbgcs  boen  considered 
equairy  applioabl)^  to  questions  of  Tvljri*anty  io  Mictions  oh 
policies,  as  to  questions  of  property  in  ajMrons  of  trover  (2). 
And  it  may  now  "be  assUmed^aV  the  .settled  doctrine  of 
courts  of  English  law,  that  all  sentcRfces^jf. foreign  courts,  (6) 
of  competent  jurisdiction  to  deqide  qUcstiph^  of 'prize,  are 
to  be  received  here  as  coi\clu3ive  evidence. in  actions  upon 
policies  of  assurance,  on  ^pvery  subject  imhrediateLy  ^nd 
properly  within  the  juri^dietion  of  suph  foreign  qouris,  and 
upon  which  they  Have  professed  to  decide  j:udicially'(3).   It 

(1)  Hughes  V.  Comefius,. 2  Sho^,         (3)  Bolton  v.  Gladstone,  3  East' 
.    Rep.  232.  Sir  T.*  Ka.fi  473.  S.  C.     160.     Cbfistiq  y.  Secreta^,  8.  T.  1ft, 
Bemardi  v.  Motteux,  2  Doug.  Kep.     196.  Kindersley  v.  Chose,  ^^rk  los^ 
575**  •    '486.         •     -  -      ' 

(^  &p  Chambre,  J.,  Lothian  v.  .  ' 

Henderson,  S  Bos.  &  Pull.  513.  -"  , 


-^        '■        I       ■■.^,-      ■       .         ■      ^  .«-. 


(a)  Vide  Rose  v.  Hirhely^  4  Crahch  241.  StexvalU  V.  iVamei'i 
1  Day  142.  Jenkins  v.  PtUnain,  1  Bay  ff.  Cherioty.  Foussai^S 
Binney  220. 

It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  prove  a  condemnaftioD  to  produce 
any  thieg'  rPiore  than  the  libel  and  sentence;  although  it  isafre- 

albnfe  has 

Rep. 

519. 

{b)  The  capture;  iJJvstfirat;  be  proved,,  as  a  fcunaatiiJrt  for  m^ 
ducing  the soDteitre  in  evidence.    Marshall  v.Parker,  2  Camah. 

■  2  «  '>■..''■ 
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is  now  too  late,  satd\Mr.  Just.  Lawrence  (4]L  to  exanune 
the  practice  of  admittiog  these  sentences  to  th^  extent  to 
which-  {hey  haVe  been  iieceived,  supposing  that  practice 
might  at  first  have  appeared  dpubtfuL  On  Uie  authority  of 
those  decisions  mep  have  acCcd  for  a  long  series  of  years^ 
and  entered  into.conti*acts  of  assarancein  this  country,  wit& 
a  knowledge  of  such  deci^ns,  and  in  expectation  that  the 
*  250  ^questions,  arising  out  of  such  contracts,  to  which  the  de-; 

cisions  are  applicable,  will  be  ruled  by  tHenK  Sucka  seijh 
tenqe  of  cond6aination  will  be  Jbinding  on  the  rights  of , 
thinl  persons,  as  well  as  on  the  p^trties  to  the  original  suit ; 
it  is  conclusive  between  the  assured  and  the  underwriter, 
with  respect  to  e\'ery  feet  which  it  professes  to  decide  (a).- 
Thus,, when  it  proceeds  on  the,  ground  of  enemy's  j[}roperty, 
it  is  conclusive,^ that  the  propirlj  belongs  to  enemies,  not 
only  for  the  immediate  purpose,  of  such  a  sentence^  but  U. 
is  binding  on  all  courts  and  as  against  all  person8i(iy 
*  And  the.sentenpO'i^  bjndipg,  whether  it  proceed  to  con- 
demn  the  &hip  expressly  as  b^ng  enemy's  property,  or 
whether '^  such  a  ground  of  decision  can  only  be  collected 
from  other 4>9irts  of  the  proceedings ;  and  this,  although  it, 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  sentence,  that  the  pnze-cquirt  ar- 
rived at  the  conclusion  thi*oggh  the  mediam  of  rules  of . 
evidence  and  rules  of  7)resum]&tion,  estahKshed  only  by 

.    ^)  Lothian  r.  Henderson,  5  Bos.      ^  d  Kindersley  v.  Chase,  Park'  Ins. 
&  PulK  524.  «  Bee  also   Baring  <v.     490. 
Clagett,  a  Bos.  &  PuJl,  2M.  * 

(a)  Ace.  Croudshhand  o&iers  r.  Leonard^  4  Cranch^  434.  6 
Cranch  45.  Dempsey  v.  Insurance  Company  of  Philadelphia,  1 
Binney  290.'  n^  Baxter  et  al..  \.  JVcw  England  Marine  Insur- 
ance Company,  6  Mass.  Rep,  277.  S.  C,  7  Mass,  Rep,  275.  Brown 
V.  Union  'Insurance  Campahyy  -4  Vay  ^'79,^4DaU:  4t4,  Qondy^s 
Marsh.  706.  n.  .  ,   *  ^       •         , 

T&e  Supreme  Coui't  of.  the  state  of  New-.York  bad  decided  in  a 
variety  of  instancies  in  conformity  with  the  English  doctrine,  (vide 
1  /«Ajm.  Ca»»  341.    £  Jdhns.  Cos:  127^  1*4.    1  Johns.  Cos,  16.    2 
Caines'  Cos., in  Error  348.)  in  favour  of  the  conclusiveness  of  the^ 
sentence  of  a  ftnei^  court  of  admiralty  as  between'  insurer  and  in- 
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,the  particular  ordinances  of  their  own  country,  and  not 
admissible  on  general  principles  (2). 

iTie  sentence  is  conclusive  evidence  .of  the  points  upon 
which  it  professes  to  decide  (3)/  Thu^,  for  example,  if  it 
proceeded  upon  thb  ground  of  the  property  not  being  neu- 
tral, it  IS  tonclusive  againk  the  insured,  that. he  has  nol 
complied  wilh  his  warraii|ty  (4)  (6);  '  .If  no  special  ground 
is  stated,  and  the  ship  is  condemned  genierally  as  lawful 
prize,  it  is  to  be  presumed  from  the  cohdeniuatioa,  as  Ao 
other  cause ,  appear^,  that  the  sentence  proceeded  on  th^ 
ground  of  the  property  belonging  to  an  enemy;,  and  the  . 
sentence,  in  such  a  ca^se,  has  be.en  held  to  be  conclusfve 
^  evidence,  that  the  property  was  not  netitral  (5)  (c).    'In. 

'.     (2)  Bolton 'y.  txladstoDe,  5  E^t,  -    (4)  B^rziH&y  v.  Lewis,  Park  In- 

.  155.   t  TaanC  85.     Baring  v.  ftoy.  lur.  last  edit.  469.     Baring  r.   Cla^ 

£;k.  Ass.  Comir.  5  Ea^t  99.  gttt,  3  Bo8«  k  Vn\L  201. 

(3)  ChriB6e  v.  Secretan,  8  T.  R.  (5)  Saloucci  v.  Wqodmais,  Parll 

196.     Sefe  also  <3),  ante,  p.  2^.  InsT  47f .  (1784.)  8  T.  BT.  444.   ^ 


j.^ 


sured ;  bui^a  contrary  doctrine  was  finally  estabKshed  by  the  de- 
^isioD  .^  the  Court  of  Ertors'  in  Vandenhenvery,  The  United  insut- 
49Ue  Co^npcffny^  2  f^okm,  Cos.  451 .  and  such  sent^Qce  v^s  held  to 
be  no  more  than  pritpa  fiicie  evidence  of  the  facta  which- it  con* 
tains.  Johnston  r.  Ludlow^  2  Johns.  Ccu.  461.  'Lai0^  v.  United 
Insurance  Cpmpanyj  Ibid*  48-7.  Goix  y.  Low^  Jhid.  480.;  Kern- 
hley.*  Rhineiander,  3  JoHns.  Cos.  130.  Ra^liffv.  United  Insur- 
knee  Company^  9  Johns.  Rep.  277,  ^^Nevertheless  the  decision  of 
^  prize  court  is  conclusrve  as  to  the  property,  in  an  action^  of 
trover.  Wliedwrigh^  y.  Depeyster,^  \Jdhd..Rep.  471.  TheJegi?- 
lature  of  Pennsylvania  have  settled  the;  faW  in,  that  state  gainst  the 
xx>nc]ufliveness  of  the  sentences  of  -Prize  Courts,  furtii^  than  as 
respects  the  property.  .'       '      ' 

(h)  Vide  n.  (a)  supra.'  So  if  it  proc^d.on  the  ground  of  a  hreaoh 
of  blockade,  it  is  conclusive  6i  that  fact  C^roudson  and  others  v. 
Leonard f  4  Cranch  434.  And  where  the  sentence  stated  a  con- 
detnnation  for  a  breach  of  blockade,  Uid  for'cther  n^ffkitnt  reasons, 
without  stating  them,  the  Court  rejected  the  latter  words  as  sur- 
plusage«  Baxter  et  at.  v.  J^ew  England  Marine  Insurance 
Company ,  d  Mass.  Rep.  277. 

'    (c)  Sed   vide   Fisher  v.  Ogle,    1    C^ampb.  418.     Lord  EUien^ 
borough  there  held  that  as  the  sentence  did  not  say  that  the  ship 
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the  case  of  Bernardi  x*  Mottcux,  (6),  where  thctre  was  some 
*  251  ambiguily  ♦ib  the  sentence,  so  that, the  precise  ground«of 

the   determiiuitron  could  not  be  .collected,  the  Court  of 
Kiitg's  Be'hch  considered  tiiemselves  at  liberty  to  exaofine, 
whether  th€  ground  on  which  the  sentcmce  proc.eeded,  but 
.     which  was  not  stated,  actually  falsified  the  warranty  cotf- 

(6)  2  Doug.  574.  (1781 .)  3  Bos.  .&  Putt.  216. 

"'*  .1.....  ; — , _ ■  ■     ;i     I 

iVas  not  American,  it  was  not  to  foe  consjdpred  as  evidence  of  what 
it  did  n^i  sj^ecifi^ally  affiim.  A  verdict  having  been  ibund  for  the 
insured,  tb^  Cmirt  of  King's  Bench  refused  to  grant  a  rule  to  show 
'  cause  why  Ihere  should  not  be  a  nej^  trial ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough 
said  ;  *'  I  must  look- to  the  adjudicative  part  oF  the.  sentence,  and 
there!  find  nothing  distinctly  stated  as  to  the  ship  or  her  cargo  not  ^ 
being  American.  Have  .you  any  case  jn  which  it  was  held  that 
judges  roust  fish  fora.meanmg,  when  a  sentence  of  this  kind  is 
produced  to  Xhetn  ?  '  Here  the  foreign  court  seems  not  to  have 
formed  any  settled  opinion  upon  the  subject,  and  not  to  have 
known  or  cared  on  wh.at/  gipunds  it  proceeded  to  a  condemnation: 
It  is  by  an  overstrained  comity  that  these  sentences  are  received 
as  concTusire'  evidence  of  the  facts  'which  they  positively,  aver 
and  utx>n  which  they  specifically  profess  to  be  founded."  In  A 
case  in'  Massachusetts,  subsequent  to  that  of  BaxUr  v.  N.  E.  /n-  r 
.  turanct  jOompany  cited  supra,  a  majority  of  the  court  (Parsons,  C- 

J.  and  Parker,  J.)  lay  down  the  Kule,  that  when  it'^oes  pot  appear 
by  the  decree  itself  on  wliat  particular  ground  the  condemnation 
was  had,  the  case  is  to  be  9(>en  to  evidence,  as  to  all  the  points 
which  it  thay  be  necessary  for  parties  in  interest  here  to  establish, 
except  the  fact  of  condeWation.  V  Now  \^we  look,'*  says  the 
Cb.  J.  <'  to  the  adjudicative  part  of  the  sentence  in  this  case,  we 
find  the  ship  was  condemned  as  good  and  lawful  prize  :  if  we  look 
for  reasons^  we  sUali  find  that  ahc  wSs  so  condemned,  because  she 
had  been,  rescued^,  or  otherwise:  that  is  for  the  reason  .specifically 
set  i<)fth,  or  for  some  other  reason  which  is  not  stated. ,-. Upon  the 
whole  l4hink  that  ^ve  go  full  far  enpugh  iti  holding  sentences  to  he, 
conclusive,  when  they' distinctly  and  specifically  state  the  caused 
of  tondemnatron :  -but  that  parties  in  this  country,  to  contracts 
made  here,'  ou^btnot  to  be  bound  by  a  trial  in  a  foreign  forum, 
in  any  cases,  but  those  which  come  strictly  within  the  judicial  de- 
cisions upon  the  subject."  Rdbinson  and  anolkcr  v.  Jones^  8 
Mass,  Rep.  536.     Et  vide  Vassfi  v.  Ball,  cited  jnfra  251.  n. 
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tained  \xs  the  policy  (a).  Hence  it  feUow^^  that  it  do^s  not 
Ke  oh  the  party,  who.  produces  the" sentence,' to  show  that 
it  has  proceeded  on  the  ground  of  enemy's  property,  jr 
but  it  is  incumbent  on  the  other  par^,  who  objects  to 
thfe  sentence,  16  sbdw  that  it  proceeded  on  some  other 
ground  (1). 

•  Where  the  sentence  professes  to  be  ma^e.on  j^rticular 
grounds,  which  are  set  forth'  in  the  seotence,  but  which 
appear  not  to  warrant  the  condemnaiion,  the  sentence  will 
not  be  conclusive  as  to  such  facts  (2).  Or  if  the  sentence 
has .  not  decid€;d  the  question  o.f  property,  nor  declared 
whether  it  be  neutral,  but  condemned  the  property  as  prize^ 
solely  on  the  ground  that  the  ship  had  violated  an  tx  parte 
ordinance^  to  which  the  neutral  country  bad  not  assented, 
or  on  the  ground  of  a  foreign  ordinance  against  the  law 
%)f  nations,  such  .a  sentence,  though  conclusive  of  th^ 
question  of  prize  or  no  prize," would  not  Jbe  conclusive  of 
the  fact,  whether  or  not  the  ship  were  ntutrar(3).  Lastly,, 
sentences  of  condemnation  in  foreign  courts^  of  prize  arc 
admissible  only,  where  such  courts  are  jconstitufed  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  nations,  and  exercise  their  functions 
either  in  the  belljgerant  country,  or  in  the  country  of  a 
co-bejligerant  .or  ally  in  the  war  (4).  .,It  has,  therefore, 

(1)  Kindenley  T.  Chase,  Park  Iob.  Binf  t.  Appleton,  8  T.  R.  562^  Bar- 
490.                                                '  ing  ▼.  Clagett,   3  Bos.  ic  Poll.  215. 

(2)  Calvert  y.  Bovil,  7  T.  R.  523.  Bolton  v.  Gladstone^  %  Taunt.  85. 95. 
8  T.  R.  444.  (4)  Oddy  v.  Bovil,  2  East  4T3. 

t3)  Poflard  v.  Bell,  8  T.  R.  444. 


(a)  Where  the  property  was  warr^ted  neutral,  arid  the  libel 
stated  several  grounds  of  forfeiture,  and  tb^  s<^nt^nce  of  condem- 
nation was  general,  withouf  specifying 'any  particular  cause  of  for- 
feiture/it  was  held  that  tbe  assured,  notwithstanding  the  sentence, 
might  show  that  tbe  property  was  American.  Vass^  v.  Ball,  2 
DaU»  270.  Where;  the  libel  stated  one  ground  of  forfeiture  (as 
enemy's  property)  and  the  vessel  Was  condemned  on  another 
ground,  (as  breach  of  blockade,)  it  was  held  that  here  was  such  un-' 
certainty  and  ambiguity  that  the  parties  might  go  int6  extrinsic  evi- 
dence.    Blacklork  V.  Stewart y  2  Bay  363.  * 
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been  determined,  that  a  sqnt^nce  pronounced  by  tbe  au* 
thority  of  the  capturing  power,  within  the  dominions;  of  a 
fuvtral  country,  (o  which  the  prize  may  have  been  taken, 
is  iilegal  (5),  and  consequently  would  not  be  admissible 
evidence -to  falsify  the  warranty  of  neutrality  (6#) 
*  262  *The  sentence  of  "any  other  foreign  court  of  competent 

ofoSlvf^  jurisdiction,  directly  deciding  a.  question  which  was  pro- 
reign  coofts.  perly  cognizable  by  the  I^wof  the  country,  seems  to  be 
Conclusive  here,  if  thib  same  question  arise  incidentally  be* 
tween  the  same  parties  in  this  country.  Thus  the  sentence 
of  a  foreign  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  directly  esta* 
blishing  a.  marriage  in  that  country,  would  be  conclusive, 
in  any  of  our  courts,  on  the  validity  of  the  marriage  (L)« 

(6)  Havelock   ▼.  Rockwood,  8        (l)  Per  Lord  Hanhricke,  in  Roach 
1^.  R.  S«8.    Case  of  the  Flad  Oyen,    v.  Garvan,  1  Vesi  ISO. 
8  T,  R,  270.  n.  (a) ;  1  Rob,  Adm. 

'      Rep,  135.  .  ■ 

i* 

■■        11  ■■      <■  ■   ■      ■    ■■  . .  ^ .»■■■■  ■  « 

•  * 

(6^  It  IS  not  only  necessary  -that  tbe  court  should  be  constituted 
ID  conformit^c  to  th^law  of  nations,  but  also  that  the  subject  mat- 
ter should  be  within  its  jurisdiction  \  therefore  a  sentence  of  con- 
demnation pronounced  by  a  prize  court,  upon  property  lying  in 
the  ports  of  another  nation,  not- an  ally  of  tbe  captor,  is  invalid, 
and  does  not  wdrk  a  change  of  the  property.  Tbe  want  of  juris- 
diction, then,  being  an  objection  to  the  competency  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, it  follows  that  tbe  sentence  is. not  conclusive  as  to  the  ju*> 
^  risdiction  of  the  court  pronouncing  it,  but  that  their  authority  may 
be  inquired  into  by  another  court,  in  another  country,  when  call- 
ed on  to  decide  whether  the  right  hi  property  has  been-  changed. 
RoseyrHimeUf^  4  Cranch  241.  Wheelwrigkt  v.  Dtpe^r^  I 
J  ohm.  Rep,  471.  Sed  vide  Cherioi  v.  Foussat^  3  Binney  280. 
where  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  in  order  to  give  juris- 
diction to  a  prize  court  that  the  property  captured  should  have 
been  brought  within  the  dominions  of  the  captor :  that  seizure,  and 
safe  possession  are  all  (hat  are  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction,  and 
whether  tbe  possession  be  within  tbe  dominions  of  tbe  captor,  or 
of  a  neutral,  is  immaterial,  ^he  Court,  however,  expressly  de- 
cided that  they  might  Jnquire  into  the  jurisdiction  of  tbe  prize 
court,  and  if  found  to  possess  jurisdiction  its  decrees  wereconclu- 

» 

sive. 
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*So,  where  a  party,  having  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
upon  him  at  Leghorn,  instituted  a  suit  there,  in  which  suit- 
his  acceptance  was  vacated,  and,  upon  bis  return  to  this 
country,  being  sUed  again  on^his  acceptance,  applied  to  the 
<:;ourt  of  Chancet'y  for  an  injunction  and  relief  against  the 
second  action,  Lord  Chancellor  King  decided  that  t^c 
cause  was  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  Country 
where  the  bill  was  negotiated,  and,  as  the  acgeptance  had  * 
been  there  declared  .void  by  a  competent  jurisdiction,  he 
thought  thelBentence  must  here  also  be  conclusive  (2)*  So 
on  ai  criminal  charge,  as  for  murder  committed  in  a  foreign 
country,  an  acc^uittal  in  that  counli^  might  be  pleaded 
here  in  bar  to  an  indictment  for  the  same,  offence  (5)  ;■  be- 
cau&e,  says  Mr.  Justice  BuUer,  a  final  determination  in  a 
court  having  competent  jurisdiction  is  conclusive  in  all 
courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  (4).  From  the  two  li^st 
cases,  the  following  principle  seems  to  be  properly  dedu- 
cible,  namely,  that  a  party,  who  has  been  once  discharged 
from  a  criminal  charge  or  a  legal  demand  by  the  sentence 
of  a  foreign  court,  of  competent  jurisdiction,  may  protect 
himself  by  that  sentence  against  any  fresh  suitor  proseci;^- 
tion  instituted  here  ibr  the  same  cause  {a)*  ^      . 

If  an  action  is  brought  in  this  country,  as  an  action  of 
debt  or  assumpsit,  directly  upon  a  foreign  judgment,  the 

(S)  Burrows  v.  Jemino,  '2  Stra.     Show.  Rep.  6 ;  also  in  S  Str.  733. 
733.  (4)  Bull  N.  P.  246.  Rochets  case, 

(3)  Hutchinson^s  case,   cited    1     1  Leach  Cr.  C.  160.  ace. 

(a)  A  vessel,  having  been  captured  by  a  French  privateer,  was 
carried  into  a  port  in  one  of  the  Spanish  colonies,  and  there  dis- 
mantled and  abandoned.  The  vessel  having  stranded  on  the  beach, 
was  some  months  after  8old<  at  auction  by  the  commanding  officer 
of  the  port,  and  purchased  by  the  defendant,  who  repaired  her 
and  brought  her  to  New-York  ;  in  an  action  of  trover  brought  b^^ 
the  orlgipai  owner,  it  i^as  held  that  the  vessel  being  abandoned, 
and  a  wreck,  and  having  been  sold  according  to  the  laws  of  Spain^ 
in  cases  of  wreck  or  derelict,  the  property  was  transferred  by  the. 
saletothe^urchaser,  who.  thereby  acquired  a  valid  title  against  all 
4he  world^  •  Grant  ^  Swift  v,  M'Lachliny  4  Johnu  Rep,  34. 


252  Of  Sentences  in  Courts  of  Admiralty    [Ch.  3. 

sentence  has  b^en  considered  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
253  *debt5  but  not  conclusive  (a).  Lord  Kenyon,  indeed,  in  the 

case  of  Galbraith  v.  Neville  (1),  which  was  an  action  of 
debt  on  a  jodgment  in  the  supreme  court  of  Jamaica,  said 
he  entertained  serious  doubts  concerning"  the  doctrine  laid  - 
down  in  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Witter  (2),  that  foreign 
judgments  are  not  binding  upon  the  parties  here  ;  end  after 
referring  to  a  case,  which  might  seem  to  point  against  his 
opinion,  he  added,  "  that  is  not  an  authority  for  saying 
that  we  can  revise  the  judgments  of  the  lowest  courts  in 
foreign  countries,  where  they  have  competent  jurisdicticMi.'* 
However,  Mr.  Just.  Builer,  in  the  same  case  said,  "  The 
doctrine  which  was  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Sinclair  v* 
Fraser,  has  always  been  considered  the  true  line  ever  since, 
namely,  that  the  foreign  judgment  shall  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  debt,  and  conclusive,  till  it  be  impeached  by 
the  other  party."  "  As  to  actions  of  this  sort,"  he  conti- 
nued, "  see  how  far  thecourt  would  go,  if  what  was  said  in 
the  case  of  Walker  v.  Witter  were  departed  from.  It  was 
there  held,  that  the  foreign  judgment  was  only  taken  to  be 
prima  facie  evidence,  that  is,  we  will  allow  the  same  force 
IQ  a  foreign  judgment,  that  we  do  to  those  of  our  own 
courts  not  of  record  (3) :  but  if  the  matter  were  carried 
farther,  we  should  give  them  more  credit ;  we  should  give 
them  equal  force  with  thoseiof  courts^  of  record  here.  Now 
a  foreign  judgment  has  never  been  considered  as  a  record  : 
it  cannot  be  declared  on,  as  such,  and  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  re- 
cord, in  such  a  case,  is  a  mere.rvuUity.  How  then  can  it 
have  the  same  obligatory  force  ?  In  short,  tl^e  result  is 
this ;  that  it  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  justice  of  the 
demand  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  having  no  more  credit 
than  is  given  to  every  species  of  written  agreements,  name- 

(1)  1  Doug.  Rep.  5.  n.  (2)  ;  and  5        (3)  Ac^  Ld.  MansfieM  in  Herbert 
East  475.  n.  (b).  S.  C.  v.  Cdok,  WiUea'  Rep.  37.  n.  (a). 

(2)lDoug.l. 

(a)  Vide  BuUrick  ^  Wife  v.  Allen,  8  Mous.  Rep.  273.    9  Mass. 
Bep,  464.     3  Johns,  Rep.  169. 
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ly,  that  it  shall  be  considered  as  good,  till  it  is  impeach- 
ed.'^ And,  in  the  case  of  Philips  v.  Hunter  (4),, Eyre,  C# 
J.  said,  "  It  is  in  one  way  only  that  the  sentence  or  judg- 
ment of  the  court  of  a  foreign  slate  is  examinable  in  our 
courts,  *and  that  fs,  when  the  parly  who  claims  the  benefit  254 

of  it  applies  to  our  courts  to  enforce  lU  When  it  is  thus 
voluntarily  submitted  to  our  jurisdiction,  we  treat  it  not  as 
obligatory  to  the  extent  to  which  it  would  be  obligatory 
perhaps  in  the  country  in  which  it  was  pronounced,  nor  as 
obligatory  to  the  extent  to  which,  by  our  law,  sentences  and 
judgments  are  obligatory,  not  as  conclusive,  but  as  matter 
in  pais  J  as  a  consideration  prima  facie  sufficient  to  raise  a 
promise.  We  examine  it,  as  we  do  all  other  considerations 
of  promises,  and  for  that  purpose  we  receive  evidence  of 
what  the  law  of  the  foreign  state  is,and  whether  the  judg-^ 
meat  is  war^ranted  by  the  law  (a)." 

(4)  2  H.  61ack.  410.,  in  error* 

(a)  The  Itrt  sect,  of  the  41h  article  of  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  declares  that,  ^*  Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  giveh 
in  each  state  to  the  public  acts,  records,  and  judicial  proceedings 
t)f  every  other  state.  And  the  Congress  may,  by  general  laws^ 
prescribe  the  manner  in  which  such  acts,  records,  and  proceedings 
shall  be  proved,  and  the  effect  thereof.*'  By  virtue  of  the  powdr 
granted  Ibero,  congfess,  by  an  act  df  May  26,  lt90,  (LaWs  U.  St 
vol.  1.  p.  115.)  after  prescribing  the  mode  of  authentication  of 
public  acts,  &c.  declare,  that  ^'the  said  records  and  judicial  pro- 
ceedings authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  such  faith  and  cre- 
dit given  to  them  in  every  court  within  the  United  States,  as  they 
have  by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts  of  the  state  from  t%here  the  said 
^  records  are,  or  shall  be  taken.**  What  is  the  construction  of  this 
act  of  congress ;  what  is  the  effect  of  a  judgment  in  one  state, 
when  produced  in  evidence  in  another ;  whether  it  is  to  be  receiv-  , 
'  cd  as  conclusive  evidence  of  a  debt,  or  to  be  regarded  in  the  same 
light  as  foreign  judgments  are  by  the  English  courts  ?  are  ques- 
tions  in  the  decision  of  which  the  courts  in  different  states  have  es- 
sentialty  varied  from  each  other. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  in  the  circuit  court ^of"  the  Penn-     • 
sylvania  district  on  a  judgment  obtained  in  New-Jprsey,  the  plea 

Q   T 
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Sect.  III. 

On  Judgments  in  rem  in  the  Exchequer,  and  by 
Commissioners  of  Excise. 

A  JUDGMENT  of  Condemnation  in  the  court  of  Exche* 
quer,  ^here  proceedings  in  rem  have  been  instituted,  ia 
conclusive  evidence  in  any  other  court,  as  to  all  the  world, 
that  the  goods  were^liable  to  be  seized  (1).     Thejurisdic- 

(1)  Scott  y.  Sheannan,  2  Black,  ia  Geyer  y.  Agiiillar,  7  T.  R.  696. 
Rep.  979.     Per  Ld.  Kenjon,  C.  J.     Bull.  N.  P.  244. 


of  nil  debet  was  held  bad.  If  the  plea,  sajs  Wilson,  J.  would  be 
bad  HI  the  courts  of  New- Jersey,  it  is  bad  here;  for  whatever 
doubts  there  might  be  on  the  words  of  the  constitution,  the  act  of 
congress  effectually  reihoves  them ;  declaring  in  direct  terms,  that 
the  record  shall  have  the  same  effect  in  this  court,  as  in  the  court 
from  which  it  was  taken.  In  the  courts  of  New-Jersey  no  such 
plea  would  be  sustained :  and,  therefore,  it  is  inadmissible  in  any 
court  sitting  in  Pennsylvania.  Armstrong  v.  Carson's  Exrs,  2 
DalL  302. 

In  an  action  of  debt  brought  in  Massachusetts,  on  a  judgment 
recovered  in  New  Hampshire,  on  a  promissory  note,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  that  at  the  time  of  signing  the  note  and  making  the  pro- 
mise, he  was  an  infant,  and  that  during  all  the  time  between  the 
^ime  of  making  the  note  and  promise,  and  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment, he  was  an  inhabitant  of,  and  resident  in,  Massachusetts :  the 
plaintiff  demurred  to  the  defendant's  pJeas,  and  judgment  was  giv- 
en against  the  demurrer.  Bartlett  v.  Knight^  I  Mass,  Rep.  401. 
But  in  a  subsequent  case  in  the  same  court,  which  was  an  action  on 
a  judgment  in  New  Hampshire,  in  which  process  had  been  per- 
sonally ser\ed  on  the  defendant,  a  majority  of  the  court,  (Parsons, 
C.  J.  and  Parker,  J. ;  contra  Sedgwick,  J.  Who  relied  on' the  au- 
thority of  BarilcU  v.  Knight,)  held  that  the  defendant  should  not 
be  permitted  to  impeach  the  judgment.  **  Judgments,  says  Par- 
sons, Ch.  J.  rendered  in  any  other  of  the  United^  States  are  not, 
when  produced  here  as  the  foundation  of  actions,  to  be  considered 
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tioii  of  the  court  of  Exchequer  in  this  case  is  not  only 
competent,  but  sole  and  exclusive  :  and  though  no  formal 
or  express  notice  is  given  to  the  owner  of  the  goods  in 
person,  yet  he  has  sufficient  notice  to  try  the  point  of  for- 


as  foreign  judgments,  the  merits  of  which  are  to  he  inquired  into, 
as  well  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  rendering  them.  Neither 
are  they  to  be  considered  as  domestic  judgments,  rendered  in  our 
courts  of  record,  because  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  rendering 
them  is  a  subject  of  inquiry.  But  such  judgments,  so  far  as  the 
court  rendering  them  had  jurisdiction,  are  to  have  in  our  courts 
full  faith  and  credit.  They  may  therefore  be  declared  upon  as 
evidences  of  debts  or  promises,  and  on  tbe  general  issue  the  juris- 
diction of  the  courts  rendering  them  is  put  in  issue,  but  not  the 
merits  of  the  judgment."     Btssdl  v.  Briggs,  9  Ma99.  Rep.  462. 

Tbe  law  on  this  subject  was  settled  in  the  state  of  New-York, 
in  the  case  of  Hitchcock  4*  Fitch  v.  Aicken^  1  Caines^  Rep.  460 ; 
in  which  it  was  held  by  three  justices,  (Lewis,  Ch.  J.  Kent,  and 
Radcliff,  Js.)  against  two,  (Livingston,  J.  and  Thompson,  J.)  that  a 
judgment  in  another  state,  in  an  action  on  that  judgment,  was 
to  be  regarded  as  a  foreign  judgment ;  and  that  the  constitution 
and  act  of  congress  merely  required  that  credit  should  be  given  to 
its  contents,  but  that  the  effect  or  operation  of  it  remained  as  at 
common  law.  Such  a  judgment,  therefore,  is  only  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  debt.  Taylor  v.  Bryden^  8  J  ohm.  Rep.  173.  An 
action  of  assumpsit  will  lie  upon  it,  and  the  defendant  may  plead, 
whether  the  action  be  debt  or  assumpsit,  the  statute  of  limitations. 
HuhbeH  V.  Coudrey^  5  Johns.  Rep.  132. 

A  judgment  obtained  in  another  country  or  in  another  state,  in  a 
suit  commenced  without  personal  service  of  process  on  the  defend- 
ant, is  not  even  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  debt ;  on  such  a  judg- 
ment no  assumpsit  can  be  implied.  Buchanan  v.  Rucker^  9  East 
192.  Kibbe  v.  Kibbe,  Kirby  119.  Buttrick  4-  Wife  v.  AUen,  8 
Mass,  Rep.  273.  As  where  the  suit  is  commenced  by  attachment 
on  the  defendant's  goods,  who  is  himself  a  non-resident.  Kilbum 
V.  Woodworth^  6  Johns.  Rep.  37.  Phelps  v.  Holker,  1  Dall.  26  L 
Robinson  v.  Exrs  of  Wardy  8  Johns.  Rep.  86.  And  it  has  been 
held  in  the  state  of  New- York  that  no  action  would  lie  upon  a 
judgment  obtained  in  another  state  against  a  person  resident  in 
New-York,  in  an  action  commenced  by  tbe  service  on  tbe  defend* 
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feiture,  by  the  seizure  of  his  property,  by  the  proclama- 
tions according  to  the  course  of  the  court,  and  by  the  writ 
of  appraisement. 

Whether  a  condemnation  by  the  commissioners  of  excise 
ought  to  have  the  same  conclusive  operation,  as  a  judgment 
of  condemnation  in  the  court  of  Exchequer,  has  not  been 
clearly  settled.  In  the  case  of  Henshaw  v.  Pleasance, 
which  was  an  action  of  trespass,  brought  against  a  reve- 
*  255  nue  *oflricer,  for  seizing  goods  supposed  to  have  been  irre- 

gularly lodged  and  concealed,  a  sentence  of  condemnation 
by  commissioners  of  excise  was  offered  as  conclusive  evi- 
dence against  the  plaintiff;  but  Mr.  Just.  Blackstone,  who 
tried  the  cause  (1),  refused  to  admit  it  to  that  extent,  direct- 
ing the  jury  that  such  a  sentence  was  evidence,  but  not, 
like  a  condemnation  in  the  Exchequer,  conclusive.  On  a 
motion  afterwards  for  a  new  trial,  upon  this  supposed^mis- 
direction,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  confirmed  the  judge's 
opinion.  "  The  reasons  and  authorities,  it  was  said,  re- 
lied on  in  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Shearman,  and  other  cases  of 
the  same  kind,  extend  only  to  condemnations  in  the  Exche- 
quer, which:  is  the  king's  supreme  court  of  revenue,  but 
not  to  the  inferior  jurisdiqtion  of  the  bo^irds  of  excise  and 
p.istoms." 

From  the  report  of  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Shearman  (2),  it 

(1)  Lond.  Sitt.  1778, 2  Blac.  Rep.  1174.  (2)  2  Blac  Rep.  979. 

ant,  while  in  the  state  of  New-York  of  a  rule  to  show  cause,  such 
service  being  void,  as  well  on  general  principles,  as  by  the  statute 
to  preserve  and  support  the  jurisdiction  of  the  statty  although  the 
rule  to  show  cause  was  in  the  nature  of  a  sci.  fa.  to  charge  the  de- 
fendant de  bonis  propriis,  grounded  on  a  previous  judgment  obtain- 
ed against  him  in  a  representative  capacity.  Fenton  v.  Garlicky 
8  Johns.  Rep.  194.  But  where  the  defendant  pleaded  in  an  ac- 
tiv/ii  brought  in  Connecticut  on  a  judgment  recovered  in  Massa- 
chusetts, that  at  the  time  the  lurmcr  suit  was  commenced  he  was 
not  an  inhabitant  of  Massachusetts,  or  resided  or  had  property 
there,  the  plea  was  held  bad  because  it  did  not  deny  notice.  Smitk 
V.  Rhmdes^  1  Day  168, 
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appears,  that  the  ground  of  Mr.  Just.  Blackstone's  opmion 
was,  "  that  implicit  credit  ought  to  be  given  to  any  judg- 
ment in  a  court  of  record^  which  has  competent  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
of  Exchequer  was  in  such  a  case  not  only  competent,  but 
sole  and  exclusive."  The  opinions  of  C.  J.  De  Grey  and 
the  other  Judges  are  not  reported.  They  agreed  in  think- 
ing the  judgment  of  condemnation  in  the  coyrt  of  Exche- 
quer conclusive  evidence  of  the  right  of  seizure,  but  it  does 
not  appear,  whether  they  thought  it  conclusive  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  Nor 
is  this  reason  stated  as  the  ground  of  determination  in  any 
of  the  authorities  referred  to  by  Mr.  Just.  Blackstone.  A 
different  principle  was  certainly  established  in  the  case  of 
the  DuchesR  of  Kingston  (3),  where  De  Grey,  C.  J.  in  an 
elaborate  judgment  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
Judges ;  and  it  is  observable,  that  he  pronounced  this 
judgment  within  a  year  after  the  determination  of  the  court 
in  *the  case  of  Scott  and  Shearman.     The  principle  there  *  256 

established  is  not  confined  to  the  judgments  of  courts  of 
record,  some  of  which  are  of  a  very  inferior  description, 
but  extends  equally  to  every  court  of  competent  or  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  ;  and  th^  examples  cited  by  C.  J.  De  Grey, 
in  illustration  of  this  principle,  are  all  drawn  from  the  pro- 
ceedings in  ecclesiastical  courts,  none  of  which  are  classed 
among  courts  of  record.  It  seems  therefore  correct  to  infer, 
from  the  rufe  established  in  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's 
case,  as  well  as  from  analogy  to  several  cases  mentioned 
in  the  course  of  the  present  chapter,  that  a  sentence  of  con- 
demnation by  commissioners  of  excise  will  be  conclusive, 
on  the  right  of  seizure  coming  incidentally  into  question  in 
any  other  court,  in  all  cases  where  by  act  of  parliament 
they  have  a  sole  or  exclusive  jurisdiction. 

In  support  of  this  position,  the  following  authorities  may 
be  cited.  First,  in  an  action  of  trover  against  commis^ 
sioners  of  excise  (I),  for  levying  the  plaintiff's  goods  by 

(3)  See  ante,  p.  342.  J.  in  Dr.  Groenyelt  t.  Dr.  Burwell, 

(1)    Terry    v.    HimtingtoD   and     1  Ld.  Rajrm.  471. 
others,  Hard.  480.,  cited  by  Holt,  C. 
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their  warrant  under  statute  12  C.  3.  c,  33»,  the  point  was, 
whether,  after  they  had  adjudged  low  wines  to  be  strong 
wines  perfectly  made,  their  judgment  could  be  drawn  in 
question  again,  so  as  to  make  the  officers  chargeable.  The 
cpurt  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground,  that 
the  defendants  had  exceeded  their  jurisdiction.  Rains- 
ford,  B«  said,  that  the  defendants  might  well  enough  have 
justified  by  virtue  of  an  authority  from  the  commissioners 
of  excise,  who  are  judges  of  the  fact,  and  whose  autho- 
.  rity  is  not  traversable  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff here  must  have  taken  his  remedy  by  appeal  and  no 
otherwise.  But  if  the  commissioners  exceed  their  authori- 
ty, and  that  appear  to  the  court,  then  their  proceedings  are 
coram  non  judice,  and  an  action  of  trespass  lies.  But  if 
that  does  not  appear,  it  must  be  otherwise.  Hale,  C.  B., 
and  the  other  judges  present,  argued  to  the  same  effect. 
*  257  *In  another  case,  which  was  an  action  of  trespass  against 

commissioners  of  excise  (1)  for  taking  the  plaintiff^s  mo- 
ney, the  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  gave  in  evi- 
dence their  warrant  and  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff, 
on  an  information  against  him  for  an  offence  against  an  ex- 
cise law.  It  ivas  objected  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that 
this  judgment  was  not  peremptory,  and  that  the  plaintiff  in 
this  action  was  at  liberty  to  disprove  the  truth  of  the  mat- 
ter of  fact,  upon  which  the  defendants  grounded  their  judg- 
ment. But  this  was  denied  by  the  court,  and  a  distinction 
was  taken,  namely,  that  if  the  commissioners  had  intern- 
meddled  with  a  thing  which  was  not  within  their  jurisdic- 
tion, then  all  is  coram  non  judice,  and  that  may  be  given 
in  evidence  upon  this  action ;  but  it  is  otherwise,  if  they 
are  only  mistaken  in  their  judgment  in  a  matter  within 
their  cognizance,  for  that  is  not  inquirable,  otherwise  than 
upon  an  appeal. 
A  third  case  may  be  cited  to  the  same  effect.     In  an 

(1)  Fuller  y.  Fotcb,  cor.  Holt  C.  J.,  Garth.  346.  Rep.  temp.  Holt, 

287.,  S,C. 
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action  of  trover  for  a  quantity  of  tea  (2),  it  appeared  in 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  sent  the  tea  for  one  Lloyd  with 
a  permit,  but  the  porter  in  his  way  called  at  the  house  of 
one  R.,  and  set  it  down  there,  where  the  defendant,  an  ex- 
cise officer,  seized  it  as  forfeited,  for  being  brought  to  R.'s 
house  for  R.'s  use,  without  a  permit  to  that  place  accord- 
ing to  the  statute  10  G,  1.  c.  10.  s.  16,  Upon  not  guilty 
pleaded,  the  defendant,  to  show  that.the  property  was  out 
of  the  plaintiff,  produced  a  condemnation  by  the  commis- 
sioners of  excise  upon  an  information  against  R.  Yor  re- 
ceiving this  tea  without  a  permit,  which  sentence,  it  was 
insisted,  was  conclusive  evidence  of  that  fact,  being  a  judg- 
ment before  a  proper  jurisdiction.  On  the  other  side  it 
was  insisted,  that  the  plaintiff  was  no  party  to  the  suit  i 
that  R.  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  tea ;  and  that,  if  he 
made  a  feigned  defence,  or,  as  the  case  was,  made  default, 
yet  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  affected  by  that,  but  might 
*show,  that  this  was  a  case  not  subject  to  forfeiture.     But  *  259 

Lee,  C.  J.  said,  ^'  The  judgment  of  forfeiture  is  a  judgment 
on  the  thing  itself.  How  the  tea  came  to  R.'s  house  was 
a  matter  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  commissioners ; 
and,  if  the  plaintiff  was  willing  to  have  defended  the  suit, 
he  might  have  come  in  pro  interesse  suo,  which  as  he  has 
not  done,  his  property  is  bound.  There  is  no  more  in  this 
than  the  common  case,  namely,  that  courts  of  law  pay  such 
deference  to  the  judgment  of  each  other  in  matters  within 
their  jurisdiction,  that  the  first  determination  by  a  proper 
authority  ought  to  prevail ;  so  that,  the  tea  being  forfeited, 
the  property  could  not  be  in  the  plaintiff.'^  And  upon  this 
the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

An  acquittal  in  the  j^xchequcr  was  considered  by  Lord 
Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Sholl  (1),  to  be  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  illegality  of  the  seizure.  That  was  an  ac- 
tion of  trover  for  several  pipes  of  wine  seized  by  the  de- 
fendant for  want  of  a  permit.     At  the  trial  of  the  cause, 

(2)  Roberts  t.  Fortune,  cor.  Lee,        (1)  5  T.  R.  255.,  and  see  a  case  in 

C.  J.,  sittings  after  Easter  term  1742,  12  Vin.  Ab.  (A.  b.  22.)  pi.  1.  cor. 

1  Hargr.  Law  Tracts, p.  468.  d.  from  Pricp,  6.  ace. 
Ford's  MS. 
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the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  ai  record  of  acquittal  in  the 
court  of  Exchequer.  The  defendant  then  insisted,  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  permit  had  ex- 
pired  before  the  seizure  was  made  ;  and  Mr.  Just.  Hea^h^ 
vrho  tried  the  cause,  was  of  that  opinion  ;  but,  on  its  being 
suggested,  that  there  had  been  a  different  determination  in 
the  court  of  Exchequer,  he  reserved  the  point  for  the 
opinion  of  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  with  liberty  to  enter 
ft  verdict  for  the  defendant,  .if  it  should  be  adjudged  for 
him.  *When  the  case  came  before  the  court,  Lord  Ken- 
yon  thought  the  record  of  acquittal  precluded  all  reason* 
ing  on  the  construction  of  the  permit :  but  as  the  question 
respecting  the  judgment  of  acquittal  was  not  upon  the 
record,  and  the  only  question  was  on  the  construction  of 
the  permit,  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant.  This 
case,  therefore,  has  not  determined,  that  an  acquittal  in  the 
•  259  *Exchequer  would  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  illegality 

of  a  seizure,  although  certainly  that  appears  to  have  been 
the  opinion  of  Lord  Kenyon.  It  may  be  observed,  that 
an  acquittal  does  not,  like  a  conviction,  ascertain  any  pre- 
cise fact.  The  sentence  might  have  proceeded  on  the 
ground,  that  sufficient  evidence  was  not  produced,  on  the 
part  of  the  crown  to  warrant  the  seizure  ;  and,  though  the 
sentence  may  be  conclusive  as  against  the  crown,  it  seema 
^.  reasonable,  that  it  should  not  have  such  a  conclusive  ope- 
ration, in  an  action  for  seizing  the  property,  against  a 
third  person,  who  was  not  a  party  with  the  crown  in  the 
original  proceedings,  and  had  no  notice  or  opportunity  for 
supporting  the  condemnation  (a.) 


(a)  In  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  collector  and  surveyor 
of  the  customs  of  the  port  of  New-York,  for  the  illegal  seizure  of^ 
a  vessel,  it  was  held  on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  taken  at  the  trial, 
that  the  sentence  of  restitution  of  the  vessel,  in  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States,  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the  illegality  of 
the  seizure.  Hoyt.  y  Gelston  ^  Schenck,  13  Johns.  Rep,  141. 
The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  a^&rmed  in  the  court  of 
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of  Sentences  by  Members  of  a  College,  Convictions  befot% 

Magistrates,  ^c, 

IPhe  principle,  which  has  been  before  laid  doWn  fts  ap* 
plicable  to  the  sentences  of  courts  of  justice,  seems  to  ap* 
ply  equally  to  the  judicial  proceedings  of  other  tribunals^ 
Which  are  invested  with  an  exclusive  or  peculiar  juris* 
diction. 

A  sentence  of  deprivation  or  expulsibn  df  one  of  the  Sentenbiiof 
members  of  a  college,  by  the  master  and  fellows,  or  by  the  a^colleM* 
visitor  on  an  appeal,  upon  a  subject  within  their  jurisdic-: 
lion,  is  conclusive  in  courts  of  law.     And  the  justice  of 
their  decision  cannot  be  quCvStioned  even  in  the  King's 
Bench,  though  it  belongs  to  that  court  to  control  themf 
if  they  exceed  the  bounds  of  their  jurisdictioh.     On  this 
principle,  a  mandamus,  to  restore  the  fellow  of  a  collegCj 
•has  been  frequently  refused  (1  )•     In  the  case  of  Philips  v. 
Bury,  it  was  decided,  on  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords^ 
that  a  sentence  of  deprivation,  by  the  visitor  of  a  eollegej 
*was  conclusive   evidence  in  an  action  of  ejectment  for*  *  3d# 

one  of  the  college  estates ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  King's  Bench,  which  had  been  given  on  the  bpinions 
of  three  judges  against  the  opinion  of  Lord  Holt,  was 
reversed  (1).  And  in  the  last  case  on  this  subject,  which 
was  a  prosecution  for  an  assault  in  turning  out  of  a  col- 
lege one  who  had  been  expelled,  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  determined,  that  evidence,  to  impeach  the  sen« 

(1)  Dr.  Widrington'scase,  1  Lev.        (1)  Philips  v.  Bury,  Skin.  447.    1 
234     Dr.  Patrick^s  case,  1  Lev.  65.    Ld.  Kaym.  5.  S.  C. 
Case  of  New  CoUege,  3  Lev.  14. 


errors  during  their  sitting  in  1816  ;  but  I  have  understood  that  the 
defendants  have  since  brought  a  writ  of  error  into  the  Supreme 
CourtofthcT/nitcfl  States. 

3  F 
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lence  of  expulsion,  had  been  properly  rejected   at  the 
trial  (2). 
-  CodvictioM        A  conviction  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  has  com- 

tratea^'  petent  jurisdiction,  is,  till  reversed  or  quashed,  conclusive 
evidence  in  ifavour  of  the  justice,  in  an  action  against  him 
for  false  imprisonment  (a).  Thus  in  the  case  of  Strickland 
against  Ward  (3),  tried  before  Mr*  Just.  Yates,  (which 
was  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  against 
the  defendant,  a  justice  of  the  peace,)  the  defendant  pro- 
duced in  evidence,  under  the  general  issue  (4),  a  warrant 
signed  by  him,  reciting  a  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  for 
unlawfully  returning  to  a  parish,  whence  be  had  been  re- 
moved, and  requiring  the  keeper  of  a  bouse  of  correction 
to  keep  the  plaintiff  to  hard  labour ;  he  also  produced 
the  conviction,  referred  to  in  the  warrant,  regularly  drawn 
up :  Mr.  Just.  Aston,  upon  this,  gave  his  opinion,  ^^  thai 
the  conviction  could  not  be  controverted  in  evidence,  but 
that,  as  the  justice  had  a  competent  jurisdiction  of  the 
matter,  his  judgment  was  conclusive,  till  reversed  or 
quashed ;  and  that  it  could  not  be  set  aside  at  nisi  prius*'' 
The  plaintiff  was  accordingly  nonsuited  {b).  But  where  the. 
magistrate  has  committed  to  prison,  not  having  any  juris- 
diction, he  will  be  liable  to  an  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment, though  the  conviction  has  not  been  reversed  or 
qyashed  (5) ;  as,  where  the  plaintiff  was  convicted  and 
*261  *commilted  to  prison  for  destroying  game,  though,  as  it 

was  proved,  he  had  effects  which  might  have  been  dis- 
trained, sufficient  to  answer  the  penalty,  (the  statute  of 
5  &  6  Ann.  c.  14.  enacting  that  the  penalty  is  to  be  levied 
by  distress  and  sale  of  the  offender's  goods,  and, /or  want 

(2)  R.  T.  GniDdon,  Cowp.  315.  (4)  St."7  Jac.  I.  c.  5. 

(3)  At  Wmchester  sum.  ans.  17o7,  (5)  Hill  v.  Bateoian,  2  Str.  710. 
from  a  MS.  note  in  7  T.  R.  633.  12  Creeps  v.  Durden,  Cowp.  640. 
Ea«t  75.     16  East  21.  Morgan  v.  Hughes;  2  T.R.226. 


(a)  Vide  McUher  v.  Hood,  8  Johns.  Rep.  44. 

(6)  So,  if  a  justice  commit  for  a  contempt,  the  warrant  of  com- 
mitment is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  contempt,  in  favour  of  the 
justice.     Laing  y.  Benihatn,  2  Bay  1. 
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ofdisiressy  the  offender  to  be  committed  to  the  house  of 
correction)  (1);  or,  where  the  justice  has  committed  to 
prison,  on  mere  suspicion,  without  any  information  laid 
before  him  (2). 

It  is  reported  to  have  been  held  (3),  that,  where  actions 
for  false  imprisonment  are  brought  against  justices  of  peace, 
they  are  obliged  to  show  the  regularity  of  their  convictions; 
and  that  the  informations  laid  before  them,  upon  which 
their  convictions  are  founded,  must  be  produced  and  prov- 
ed in  court.  But  it  appears  from  later  authorities  (4), 
that,  in  such  collateral  proceedings,  the  informality  of  the 
warrant  of  commitment,  or  of  the  conviction,  cannot  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  the  plaintiff;  and  that,  if  the  ma- 
gistrate was  warranted  in  taking  cognizance  of  the  charge, 
and  did  in  fact  convict,  this  will  be  sufficient  to  protect 
him,  however  irregularly  the  conviction  may  have  been 
drawn  up  (5).  It  may  also  be  collected  from  the  late  case 
of  Gray  V.  Cookson  (6),  that,  if  the  magistrate  had  a  ge- 
neral jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  evidence  of 
facts  not  stated  in  the  conviction  is  not  admissible,  to 
prove  that  the  conclusion  drawn  by  the  magistrate  was  er- 
roneous. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  with  respect  to  special  and  limited 
jurisdictions,  that  where  a  person  acts  as  judge,  (that  is, 
where  he  has  over  the  subject-matter  a  general  jurisdic- 
tion, which  he  has  not  exceeded,)  he  will  not  be  liable  to 
have  his  judgment  examined  in  an  action  brought  against 
*him  (I*).     When  therefore  in  pursuance  of  such  judicial  *  262 

authority  he  has  convicted  a  party,  the  facts,  upon  which 
the  conviction  is  grounded,  cannot  be  traversed  (2).     So 

(1)  2  Str.  710.  (6)  16  'East  21.  23.    See  also  7 

h)  2  T.  R.  225.  T.  R.  633.  n. 

(3)  HiU  V.   Bateman,  cor.  Ray-        (1)  Manhabea  case,  10  Rep.  76.  .  ^ 
mood,  C.  J.,  2  Str.  710.  Dr.  Groenvelt  v.  Dr.  Burwell,  1  Ld. 

(4)  Massey  v.  Johnson,  12  East  Ray.  454.  467;  1  Salk.  396.  S.C. 
67.  And  see  Gray  v.  Cookson  and  Millec  ▼.  Seare,  2  Black.  Rep.  1145. 
Clayton,  16^Iaflt  13.  See  also  Ackerley  v.  Dr.  ParkiosoB 

(5)  Where  a  conviction  has  been  and  Mawdesley,  Hill,  term  181l». 
f^oashed,  the  magistrate  is  protected        (2)  1  Ld.  Baj.  467. 

in  certain  cases,  by  st.  43  G.  3.  c. 
141. 
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where  a  statute  provides,  that  the  judgment  of  cominis* 
sioners,  appointed  by  the' act,  shall  be  final,  their  decision 
is  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  questioned  in  any  collateral 
proceeding.  It  has  therefore  been  held,  that  a  certificate 
from  commissioners  for  settling  the  debts  of  the  army, 
stating  that  so  much  was  due  from  the  defendant  (an  army- 
agent)  to  the  plaintiff  (an  officer),  was  conclusive  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  the  money ;  and  that  no  evi- 
dence could  be  received  to  show,  that  the  commissioners 
had  formed  a  wrongjudgment  (3). 

(3)  Moody  T.  Thurston,  1  Str.  whole  court.  See  also  Lane  v.  Heg- 
481.  ruled  by  Pratt,  C.  J.  ;  and  a  berg,  BuH.  N.  P.  19 ;  Eari  of  Radf- 
fRW  trial  aftennrards  refused  b^  the    norv.  Reev^  3  3o8.  &  Pull..391, 


CHAP.  IV. 

Of  certain  other  judicial  Proceedings* 

We  proceed  now  to  treat  of  the  admissibility  of  certain 
other  judicial  proceedings  ;  and  in  the  present  chapter  it 
is  proposed  to  consider  the  admissibility  of  proceedings  in 
Chancery,  of  depositions,  inquisitions,  examinations  taken 
ynder  acts   of  parliament,  judgmepts  of  inferior  courts, 

and,  lastly,  of  awards. 

•     '  .  '. 

Sect.  !• 

Of  Proceedings  in  Chancery. 

p^ree.  A  decree  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  may  be  given  in 

evidence  on  the   same  footing,  and  under  the  same  limita- 

gj  263,  ^tions,  as  the  verdict  or  judgment  of  a  court  of  common 

lat«r(l)(a). 

(1)  See  ante,  p.  223. 

(a)  A  decree  tinding  a  fact  immaterial  to  the  issue  in  Chancery, 
is  not  admissible  in  a  subsequent  suit  at  law  between  the  same 
parties,  to  prove  such  fac^.     flot^tkiss  v.  NichoUy  3  Day  138^ 
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'  The  coonmon  opinion  used  to  be,  that  a  bill  in  Chancery,  BUI. 
which  had  been  followed  up  by  other  proceedings,  was 
admissible  in  evidence,  as  an  admission  of  facts,  against 
the  complainant  (2).  ^'  The  allegations  in  the  bill,  it  was 
said,  must  be  supposed  to  be  true  r  nor  Is  it  to  be  presum- 
ed, that  the  bill  was  preferred,  by  a  counsel  or  solicitor, 
without  the  privity  of  the  party  himself  (2).''  However, 
it  is  notorious  that  many  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill  are 
the  mere  suggestions  of  counsel,  made  for  the  purpose  of 
extorting  an  answer  from  the  defendant.  The  general 
rule  therefore  is,  that  a  bill  in  Chancery  will  not  be  evi- 
dence, except  to  show  that  such  a  bill  did  exist,  and  that 
certain  facts  were  in  issue  between  the  parties,  in  order  to 
introduce  the  answer  or  the  depositions  of  witnesses  (3)  ; 
4^  it  is  not  to  be  admitted  as  evidence,  in  courts  of  law,  to 
prove  any  facts  either  alleged^ or  denied  in  the  bill  (4). 
Lord  Kenyon,  indeed,  is  reported  to  have  admitted  a  bill 
in  Chancery,  filed  by  an  ancestor,  to  be  evidence  of  a  pe* 
digt*ee  there  stated,  as  a  declaration  in  the  family  (5).  But 
it  was  resolved  by  the  judges  in  the  Banbury  peerage  case, 
on  a  question  put  to  them  by  the  House  of  Lords,  that  a 
bill  in  equity,  or  depositions,  cannot  be  received  in  evi- 
dence in  the  courts  below,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  of 
ejectment,  against  a  party  not  claiming  or  deriving  io  any 
manner  under  the  plaintiff*  or  defendant  in  the  Chaocery 
suit,  either  as  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  deposed  to,  or 
as  declarations  respecting  pedigree  j(6).  And  even  if  the 
bill  or  depositions  could  be  received,  some  extrinsic  proof 
must  be  given  of  the  relationship  between  the  complainant 
and  the  party  whose  pedigree  *is  disputed.     It  would  not  *  264 

be  sufficient,  that'  the  bill  purports  ^o  have  been  filed  by 
a  relation.     In  the  Banbury  peerage  case  before  mention* 

(2)  Snow  y.  Philips,  1  Sid.  221 ;        (4)  B&Dbuiy  Peerage  caw,  report- 
Gilb.  £y.  42.     Woollett  v.  Roberts,    ed  rrom  MS.  in  2  Selw.  N.  P.  685. 

1  Chan.  CaB.  64.  contra.  (5)  Taylor  v.  Cole,  sitt.  after  Hil. 

(3)  Lord  Ferrers  v.  Shirley,  Fitz-    term  r799,  7  T.  R.  3.  n. 

gib.  196.  BuU.N.  P.  235.  Bower-  (6)  MS.  case,  in  2  Selw.  I^.  P. 
man  v.  Sybouni,  7  T.  R.  3.  1  685;  Feb.  1809.  See  also  Berkeley 
)Vigfatw.  325.  Peerage  case,  ^pra,  p.  178. 
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ed,  where  C*  D.'s  legitiniacy  was  in  question,  the  claim- 
ant offered  in  evidence  a  bill  filed  in  C.  D.^s^name  by  E, 
F.  his  uncle  acid  .next  friend,  stating  his  legitimacy,  but 
there  was  no  proof  that  £•  F.  was  his  uncle  :  the  judges, 
being  referred  to  for  their  opinidn,  were  unanimous,  that 
extrinsic  proof  of  the  relationship  was  essential,  and  the 
bill,  which  was  above .150  years  old,,  was  accordingly  re* 
jected(l). 

Answers  in  Chancery  are  confessions  on  oath,  and  there* 
fore  strong  evidence  against  the  party  that  makes  them. 
But  when  an  answer  is  vead,  all  the  parts  must  be  taken 
together,  connected,  and  entire.  If  only  a  part  is  read  in 
evidence,  the  other  party  is  entitled  to  have  the  whole 
read  (2)  (a)  ;  and  if,  on  exceptions  being  taken,  a  second 
answer  is  put  in,  the  defendant  may  insist  upon  having 
that  also  read,  to  explain  what  he  swore  in  his  first  an^ 
swer  (3). .  This  is  the  general  rule,  when  an  answer 
either  party  to  the  suit  js  given  in  evidence  against  him,  ,(a 
prove  a  point  in  issue.  But  if  an  answer  is  produced, 
merely,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  incompetency  of  a 
witness,  who  has  in  his  answer  admitted  himself  interested 
in  the  event  of  the  cause,  that  part  only  is  to  be  read  which 
states  the«  ground  of  interest  (4) ;  for  if  the  witness  is  in- 
competent, his  evidence  ought  not  to  be  received  in  any 
form  >  on  the  other  hand,  if  he  is  competent,  he  ought  to 
be  examined  viva  voce  in  open  court. 

When  you  read  the.  answer  of  a  party,  says  Ch.  B.  Gil- 
l}ert,  the  confession  must  be  all  takenNX)gether :  you  shall 
not  take  only  what  makes  against  him,  and  leave  out  in^iat 
*maker>  for  him  ;  for  the  answer  is  read  as  the  sense  of  th^ 
party  (1 ).     But,  although  the  defendant  may  regularly  in- 

(1)  MS.  case  in  2  Selw.   N.  P.        (3)  R.  v.  Carr,  1  Sid.  418.    Bull. 
6S6  ;  Feb.  1809.     See  aUo  Berke-    N.  F.  237.     See  ante,  p.  79. 

Icy  Peerage  case,  sapra,  p.  178.  (4)  Spario  t.   Drax,  trial  at  bar, 

(2)  Per  Holt,  C.  J.  Lynche  v.     Bull.  N.  P.  23b, 

Clarke,  3  Salk.  153.     Earl  ofBaUi        (1)  Gilb.  £v.^44.  See  ante,  p.  79. 
V.  Battenea,  5  MocL  9. 


(a)  1 1  Johru.  Rep.  260, 
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sist  on  having  the  whole  of  the  answer  read,  that,  by  com- 
paring the  several  parts  with  each  other,  the  true  meaning 
and  extent  of  the  admissions  may  be  more  cjearly  under- 
stood, it  will  not  therefore  follow,  that  all  the  parts  of  his 
statement  are  equally  credible,  or  that  every  thing  whiA 
he  asserts,  is  to  be  admitted  as  strictly  proved*.  ..If,  for 
example,  he  states  a  fact,  hot  from  his  own  knOrwledge, 
but  on  mere  report,  that  would  not  be  evidence  in  his  fa- 
vour; as,  on  the  other  hand,  it  woutd  not  be  evidence 
against  him,  in  case  he  hadacknowfedged'the  report  to  be 
different.  -The  objection  is,  not  that  h^  speaks  in  his  own 
behalf,  for  that  difficulty  is  waived  by  the  other  party,  who 
offers  the  answer  in  evidence,  but,  that  he  speaks  from 
hearsay,  and  has  riot  the  means  of  knowledge,  which  alone 
«.  can  be  resorted  to.  In  the  case  of  Roe  on  demise  of  Pellatt 
and  Others  against  Ferrars  (2),  where  the  defendant  gave 
in  evidence  an  answer  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr* 
Justice  Chambre,'  observing  upon  the  degree  of  positive 
proof,  w^hich  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  had  drawn  frqm  the 
answer  in  their  own  favour,  expressed  himself  thus,  ^^  It 
is  true,  that  the  answer  was  introduced  into  the  6ause  by 
the  defendant,  in  whose  behalf  soine  parts  of  it  were  read. 
But,  in  liiose  parts  on  which  the  lessors  t>f  the  plaintiff 
relied,  they  speak  only  to  what  "  they  have  heard  as  truth." 
I  think  that  was  not  admissible  evidencc,^for  it  appears  to 
mc,  that  where  one  p'arty  reads  a  part  of  the  answer  of  the 
other  party  in  evidence,  he  makes  the  whole  admissible 
only  so  far  as  to  waive  any  objection  to  the  competency  of 
the  testimony  of  the  party  making  the  answers,  and  that  he 
does  not  thereby  admit,  as  evidencJe,  all  the  facts,  which 
may  happen  to  have  been  stated « by  way  of  hearsay  only, 
in  the  course  of  the  answer  to  a  bill  filed  for  discovery. 
This  point,  he  added,  docs  not  indeed  appear  to  have  beeft 
contested  ^at  the  trial.     Had  it  been  contested;  I  should  *966 

have,  thought  the  court  bound  to  send  the  case  down  for  a 
new  trial." 

(2)  2  Bos.  k  Pull.  f^4St.  548.    ' 
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Ad  answer  in  a  court  of  equity  is  evidence  against  the 
party  who  made  it,  and  against  ailpersons  claiming  under 
him  (a)*  Thus,  an  8(nswer  to  a  bill  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  on  a  olaim  of  tithe  hay,  by  a  vicar  against  the 
rector  and  others,  (occupiers  of  lands  in  the  parish),  will  be 
evidence^  in  an  action  by  a  succeeding  rector,  for  not  set^ 
ting  out  the  tithe,'  against  the  defendant  who  claims  under 
one  of  thgse  occupiers ;  and  it  is  equally  admissible  ia 
evidence,  aJthoueh  a«  decree  is  not  shown  to  have  been 
made  in  the  suit  (l).  Proof  of  an  examined  copy  wilLbe 
finfficientproof  of  the  answer  (2). 

The' answer  of  a  minor  by  his  guardian  is  not- evidence 
against  him  (3) ;  because,  in  reality,  it  is  the  guardian's 
answer.  The  guardian  is  sworn,  not  the  minor,  who  pos-< 
^ibly  may  know  nothing  of  its  contents.  And  therefore  an 
'  answer,  purporting  to  be  the  answer  of  a  minor  by  his  mo- 
ther and  guardian,  may  be.  read  against  the  mother,  in 
another  cause,  where  she  4s  defendant  -in  her  own  capa- 
city (4).  The  answer  of  one  defendant,  generally  speak- 
ings is  not  evidence  against  a  co-defendant  (5) ;  for,  if  that 
were  allowed,  a  plaintiff  might  |nake  one  of  his  friends  a 
def(^ndant,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  an  answer  in  his 
favour  against  the  co-defendant,  who  would  have  no  op- 
portunity of  cross-examination  (6).  As  an  admission  by 
one  of  two  partners,  concerning  joint  contracts  during  the 

(1)  Lady  Dartmouth  v.  Roberta,  (4)  Beaslcy  t.  Magratfa,  3  Schoale 
16  East.  334.  aod  Lefroy's  Rep.  34. 

(2)  lb.  (5)  Wych   v.   Meal,  3  P.  Wms. 

(3)  Eccleaton  v.  Petty,  Carth.  79.  311.  12  Ves.  jun.  361. 
3  P.  Wms.  2:i7.     Gilb   Ev.  44. 

(a)  Vide  Field  ^  otlitrs  v.  Holland  ^  others^  6  Crunch  8.  But 
the  plainfiff  cannot  avail  himself  of  this  answer  of  a  defendant 
who  is  substantially  a  plaintiff.     Hid, 

,  {b)  Vide  Petherick  v.  T^rner,  cited  1  Taunt.  104,  106.  Phoe- 
nix V.  The  Assignees  of  IngraJumiy  5  Johns.  Rep.  412.  1  Ccdnes 
Cos.  in  Error  119.  But  the  answer  of  one  defendant  is  evidence 
^against  other  defendants  claiming  through  him.  Field  ^  others  r. 
Holland  ^  others,  6  Cranch  8. 
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partnership,  is  good  evidence  to  charge  the  other  partner^ 
in  an  action  against  him  alone  (6) :  so^  in  an  action  by  a 
creditor  against  *some  of  the  partnership  firm,  the  answer  ^^ 

of  another  partrter  to  a  biJl^filed  by  odier  creditors,  has 
been  received  in  evidence  Against  the  defendants,  not  in- 
deed to  prove  the  partnership,  .but,' that  being  established, 
as  an  admissioif  against  tho^e  who  are  as  one  person  with 
him  in  interest  (I). 

It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  expressly  determinedly 
whether  an  answer  by  a  married  woman  can  be  used  asi 
evidence  against  her  in  an  action  aft^er  thehusband's  death* 
Jn  the  case  bf  Wrottesley  against  Beodish  and  his  wife  (2)| 
(inhere  it  was  argued,  that  the  wife  was  not  bound  to 
answer,  on  ifac  groand  that  the  answer  could  not  be  read 
against  her  hnsband,  nor  against  herself,  as  she  is  supposed 
to  be  under  the  control  of  tHc  husband,  and  not  to  answer- 
freely),  the  Lord  Chancellor  said,  "he  would  not  giv€ 
any  opinion,  whether  the  answer  may  be  read  against  the 
wife,  when  discovert ;  but  as,  in  all  times  heretofore,  thc^ 
wife  as  well  as  the  husband  had  been  compelled  taanswer^ 
he  would  not  overthrow  what  had  been  the  constant  prao-^ 

tice  («)*** 

Depositions  in  a  suit  in  cl^ancepy,  whicli  are  the  wi*itten  BepontioftfR 
examinations  of  witnesses  taken  by  ofiicers  of  the  court  or 
by  commissioners  specially  appointed  for  tl^  purpose,  maf 
be  <rtven  in  evidence  in  an  action  at  common  law,  on  the 
same  matter,  between  the  same  parlies,  or  between  any 

(6)  Wood  and  Others,  Assignees  Peake  N.  P.  0.  203.     See  Lucat  n 

of  Hussej  and  Others,  v.  Braddock,  De  La  Cour,  1  .Maule  k  Selw.  350 1 

I  Taunt.  Rep.  104.    See  ante,  p.  also  p.  73.,  vupt^i 

73.  (2)  3  P.  Wms.  237* 

(1)  Grant  v.  Jackson  and  others. 


(a)  An  answer  in  chancery  being  an  adnrHssion  of  a  party,  the 
objection  of  res  inter  odioi  acta  does  nut  apply  to  it,  as  it  does  to 
other  legal  proceedings,  and  therefore  it  may  be  given  in  evidence 
io  a  suit  at  common  law  by  one  who  .was  not  party  to  the  suif 
in  equity.  Peahens  Ev.  56«  Grant  v.  Jackson  et  cU,  PeakeU  Cms* 
203.    Kiddie  v.  Debnttz,  1  Hafm.  420.         ^ 
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who  claim  under  them,  if  it  can  be  proved,  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  that  the  deponent  is  dead  (3) ;  or,  that  he  cannot 
be  found  after  strict  inquiry  (4)  ;  or,  that  he  has  been  sub- 
poenaed and  is  unable  to  attend  from  sickness  (5)  ;  or,  itii 
can  be  proved,  that  he  has  been  kept  away  by  the  contriv- 
^268  *anc<i  of  the  other  pai*ty^!);  or,  that  he  is  out  of  the 

kingdom,  or  not  amenable  to  the  process  of  the  court  (2). 
In  either  of  these  cases,  depositions  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence. But  if  the  witness  himself  is  in  a  state  to  be  pro- 
duced, his  depositionsL  cannot  be  received.  The  party 
who  wishes  to  have  the  benefit  of  his  festlmony,  ought,  if 
he  is  able,  to  bring  him  forward,  that  he  may  undergo  an 
open  cxaminatioa,  in  the  face  of  the  public,  before  the  jury 
and  the  court :  a  mode  of  inquiry,  generally  more  condu- 
cive than  any  other  to  the  discovery  of  truth  (a). 

When  a  witness  .has  been  examined  on  interrogatories, 
and  afterwards  by  accident  becomes  interested  in  the  thing 
in  question,  the  court  of  chancery  has  allowed  hie  deposi- 
tions to  be  read  for  him,  as  evidence  in  his  own  suit,  on  a 
bill  of  revivor  (3).  **  This,''  said  Lord  HardVicke,  **has 
been  allowed  on  just  reason  ;'  because  his  evidence  must  be 
taken,  as  it  stood  at  the  time  of  his  examination,  which 
should  not  be  set  aside,  unless  it  coutd  be  supplied  by 
other  evidence  (4)."  '  But  a  different  >ule  has  teen  esta- 
*  blished  in  courts  of  common  law.  k  was  resolved  in  Tilly's 

(3)  Godb.  p.  It3.  pi.  276.  and  p.  54.  Bull.  N.  P.  239.  1  Ve«.  & 
3S6.  pi.  418.     Fry  V.  Wood,  1  Atk.    Beam.  24.  34a 

Rep.  446.    Coker  v.  Farewrell,  2  P.  (1)  Bull.  N.  P.  243. 

Wins.  563.  GUb.  Ev.  54.'    Bull.  N,  (2)  1  Atk.  Rep.^  445.    Lord  AI- 

P.  239.  tham  v.  Earl  ot  Anglesey,  tr.  at  bar 

(4)  See  cases  in  (3),     Benson  v.  in  K.  0.^  Gilt;.  £q.  Gas.  16. 18. 
Olive,  cof.  Reynolds,  C.  B.  2  Str.  (3)  Gos.s  v.  Tracy,  2  Vem.  699. 
S20.  1  P.  VVms.  287.  b.  G.  Haws  v.  Hand, 

(5)  Luttrel  v.  Reynel  and  others,  2  Atk.  6 16. 

1  Mod.  283.    Adm.  per  cur.  in  Kins-        (4)  In  Glyn  y.  Bank  of  England, 
man  v.  Crooke,  trial  at  bar,  2  Ld.    2  Ves.  42. 
Ray.  1166.  1  Atk.  '445.  Gilb.  Ev. 

r 

^     '  '  K  -  ■         ^       I  I  .      I     .1  ■  I  II  ■■I....      a 

(a)  A  deposition  t9ken  in  a  suit  between  A.  and  B.  at  the  In- 
stance of  the  defendant,- is  not  thereby  rendered  admissible  evi- 
dence against  B.  in  another  suit  between  B.  and  C.  Hwey  t. 
Hovey^  9  Mau.  Bep,  216. 


«p 
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case  hy  the  unanimous*  opinions  of  the  courts  of  King's 
Bench  and  Cotmnon  Pljeas,  that  a  party  to  an  action  of 
ejectment  could  not  give  in  evidence  his  own  depositions,^ 

>  though  he  had  made  them  at  a  time  when  he  was  perfectly 
disinterested  (6). .       .  .    -   , . 

Depositions  are  not  to  be  admitted  in  evidence  for  a 
pjB^riy  to  the  ^uit,  against  ^  j^tranger,  who  was  not  a  party, 
nor  claims  under  .either  of  the  .parlies  (6) ;  nor  can  they  bo 
*used  by  a  stranger  against  one  of  the  parties  ( J )  (a).     An  *  26^9 

exception  has  been  sometimes,  ma J^i  in  cases  where  the 
question  is  on  the  existence  of  a  cui^Lfun  or  on  the  right  to 
tollsi  or  where  hearsay  8nd  reputati^in  would  be  good  evi-  '  • 
depce  (2)  ;  and  it  has  been  said,  that  in  such  cases  deposi- 
tions niay  be  admitted,  though  the  parties  in  the  two  suits 
are  not  the  same.  But,  after  the  opinions  expressed  by 
Someof  the  judges  in  the  Berkeley  peerage  case,  respecting 
depositions  in  a  question  of  pedigree,  there  is  reason  to 

.  doubt,  whether  such  evidence  would  now  be  considered 
admissible  (3)» 

When  a  bill-has  beea  di3missed,  the  rule  respecting  the 
admissibility  of  the  depositions  has  been  laid  down  with  the 
Collowing  distinction.  If  the. bill  was  dismissed  because 
the  court  considered  the  matter  to  be  unfit  for  equity  to 
decree;  the  depositions  may  sti)l  be  given  in  evidence,  pro* 
vided  the  subject-matter  of  the  .^uit  was  regularly  before 
the  courts  and  within  its  jurisdiction  (4).  But,  if  the  suit 
in  equity  be  dismissed  for  the  irregularity  of  the  complain- 
ant, the  depositions  in  that  ^ause  cannot  be  read  in  any 
fresh  suit.  Thus,  where  a  devisee  brings  a  bill  of  revivor, 
en  a  suit  commenced  by  his  devisor,  and  depositions  are 

(5)  Tiiry*«  case,  1  BaUc.  286.    See  Pembroke  and  Currier,  Hardr,  47S. 

also  Bolcroft  v.  Smith,  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  GUb.  £v.  55.  See  ante,  p.  231.  233, 

224 ;  Baker  ¥.  Lord  Fairfax,  1  Str.  (2)  ^all.  N.  P.  239.     See  onte, 

101 ;  Bull.  N.  P.  342.  p,  233. 

(6>  Hob.  Rep.  155.   2  RoD.  Ab.  (3)  See  ante,  p.  179, 180.  and  see 

'679.  pi.  8.     1  Vem.  413.,  Coke  v.  Banbury  peerage  case,  ante,  p.  963. 

Fountain.  (4)  Smith  ▼.  Veale,  1  Ld.  Kaj. 

(1)    Rashworth  v.    Countess  of  735. 

■        ■  ■         ■  ^  tl'         ■■    !■< 

(a)  Vide  awU^  22S. 
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taken,  and  then  the  cause  on  the  bearing  is  dismissed,  he* 
cause  a  devisee,  claiming  as  a  purchaser  and  not  by  re-- 
presentation,  cannot  bring  a  bill  of  revivor,  thd  devisee 
will  not  be  allowed,  on  exhibiting  a  new  original  bill,  to 
use  the  former  depositions  ;  for,  in  the  first  cause,  in  which, 
the  complainant  mistook  his  remedy^  th^^  was  no  com-r 
plaint  regularly  before  the  court,  and  consequently  there 
could  not  regularly  be  any  depositions. (5).  For  the  safoe 
reason,  such  depositions  would  not  be  admiU^d  as  evi- 
dence, in  a  fresh  suit  at  taiWb 
^370|  '   *If  ^he  witness  after  being  examined  de  bene  esse  should 

•  die  before  the  defendant  puts  in  his  answer,  his  deposition 

cannot  be  read  (1),  because  the  opposite  parly  had  not  the 
power  of  cross-examination  ;  and  the  rule  of  common  law 
is  strict,  that  no  evide;nce  shall  be  admitted,  but  what  is  or 
might  have  been  under  the  examination  of  both  parties. 
<*  in. such  a  case,"  says  Ch.  B.  Gilbert  (2)<  '*  the  course  is 
to  move  the  court  of  chancery,  that  the  deposition  a(  the 
deceased  witness  should  be  re^d;  and,  if  the.  court  see 
cause,  they  will  order  it,  and  this  orde^  w(ll  bind  the  par- 
ties to  assent  to  the  reading  of  such  depositions,  though  it 
\  does  not  bind  the  court  of  nisi  prius."  It  is  the  common 
practice  in  the  court  of  Chancery,  tvheo  aa  issue  or  trial 
at  law  is  directed,  to  make  an  order  that  the  depositions  of 
witnesses  shall  be  read  in  evidence,  if  it  be  satisfactorily 
proved  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  that  they  are  unable  to  at- 
tend in  person  j; 3).  But  this  order  is  not  made,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  that  admissible  in  evidence,  which  is 
not  strictly  admissible  in  courts  .of  common  law,  but  for 
the  convenience  of  the  parties.  For  if  depositions  are 
oflTered  at  the  trial  wilhout^  such  an  order,  the  whole  re- 
cord, bill,  answer,  &c.  must  be  proved  ;  but,  if  there  js  an 

(5)  Backhou«e  v.  Middleton  and  (2)'Gilb.  Ev,  57,  68.  BuH.  N.  P- 
othere,  Chan.  Caa.  175.  Gilb.  Ev.  240.  And  see  Masdea  v.  Bound.  1 
66.  Smith  v.  Veale,  1  Ld.  Ray.  735.     Vera.  331. 

_,  W V.  Browne,  Hardr.  315.        (3)  Corbet  v.  Corbet.  1  Yes,  and 

Dutton  V.  Colt,  Sir  T.  Ray.  335.  n.    Beam.  340. 
Ford  V.  Guy,   cited  in  Howard  v. 
Tremaine,  1  Show.  363.     Piercy  v. 
2  Joo.  166.     Bull.  N.  P.  24Q. 


^^ 
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order  for  readiag  the  depositi6ns,  the  court  of  hw  will  read 
them  without  going  through  the  regular  and  sti^ct  course, 
which  is  generally  necessary  for  the  purpbse  of  making 
them  evidence  (4), 

The  reason  why  deipositions  are  not  read  in. evidence, 
before  the  defendant  has  put  in  his  answer,  has  been  be* 
fore  mentioned  to  be,  .because  it  does  not  otherwise  appear 
that  the  adverse  parly  had  liberty  to  cross-examine.  This 
reason  will  not  apply,  where  the  defendant  is  in  contempt 
for  reAising  to  answer*  If  the  adverse  party,  says  Ch:  B. 
Oilbert,  had  been- in  contempt,  th'ei^  the  depositions  of 
*the  witnesses, shall  be'admiited/for  ihen  it  is  th^- fault  of  *37i 

the  objector  that  he  did  not  cross-examine  the  witnesse^^ 
sIqc^  he  would  not  jpin  the  examination  ( 1  )• 

There  has  bf^en,' however,  some  difference  of  opinion  on 

,  this  subject^  It  is  said  to  have  been  held  in  one  case  (2), 
thdit  if  witnesses  are  examined  de  bene  es^e  before  answer, 
upon  a  contempt,  such  depositions  oannot  be  made  use 
of  in  aory- other  court,  but:in  that  court  only^  where  they 
are  taken.  The  reason,  add3  the  reporter,  seems  to  be 
because  there  was  no  i^sue  Jbiaed,  so  as  there  could  be  a  * 
legal  examination ;  and  they  were  only  taken  to  be  read 
vpL  the  court,  in  which  they  w.ere  taken,  upon  a  contempt  to 
that  particular  court.  In  another  cas^,  the  case  of  Howard 
V.  Tremaine  (3),  which  wds  an  action  of  ejectment  by  a 
devisee  against  an  {leir  at  law,  a  Question  Vas  reserved  for 
the  opinion  of  the  court  of  King^s  Bench,  tVhether  deposi- 
tions could  be  given  in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  under  the 
following  circumstances :  a  bill  having  been  exhibited  in 

'  chancery  by  the  plaintiff  to  perpetuate  testimony^  the  de- 
fendant stood. in  contempt  and  would  not  answer;  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  had  a  commission,"  and  examined  Wit- 
nesses to  the  matter  of  his  bill  de  bene  esse,  and  the  de- 
fendant joined  in  the  commission,  ai^d  cross-examined  some 
of  the  witnesses  produced  for  the  plaintiff,  and,  before  the 

(4)  Palmer  t:  Ld.  AyleBbnrjr,  15        (2)  Watt^i  case,  Haidr.  331. 
Ves.  jun.  176.  h)  1  Show.  363.     1  Salk.  278.  8^ 

(1)  GUb.  Ev.  66.  C.    Carth.  265.  S,  C. 
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answer  came  in,  the  witneases  died.  After  an  argument  on 
the  point,  LfOjd  Holt,  according  to  the  report  in  Shower, 
said,  ^^  Quaere^  if  any  coon  by  course  of  law  can  ezahiine 
witnesses  till  issue  be  joined,  and  therefore  I  mach  doubt, 
if  these  depositions  can  be  evidence.  We  cannot  taJce  no* 
tice  of  what  the  Chancery  allows  as  evidence,  and  their 
.  practice  is^o  rule  to  us.^'-  Dolben,.J.  alsodottbted.  But 
Grcgoiy,  J«  thought  the  depositions  good  evident^,  as  the 
defendant  had  joined  in  the  Gomniission,.afid  cross^examio- 
*  272  ^* '  And  Eyre,  J.'^  according  *to  the  leport  in  Salkeld, 

was  clearly  of  opinio^,- that  they  ought  to  be  adiiiitted« 
"It  would  be  very  inconvenient,''*  he  said,  **if  such  evi- 
dence were  not  allowed.  For  the  heir  at  law  will  not  an- 
swer  the  plaintiff's  bill,  and  will  not'.caU  in  questiofa  the 
title  of  the  devisee,  as  long  as -the  devised  has  witnesses 
alive  to  prove  the  will ;  but  as  sdon  as  they  are  dead,  lie 
will  commence  bis  ^suit."  ^The  report  .in  Shower  &dds,  that 
in  consequence  of  the  doubt  expressed  by  Lord  Holt,  the 
case  was  adjourned.  Bui  in  Carthcw's  report  of  the  same 
case,  rt  is  stated,  that,  ^Vafter  much  debate,  the  court  was 
^  of  the  same  opinion,  that  the  depositions  might  be  given  in 

evidence ;  otherwise,  a  bill  in  equity  to  perpetuate  the  tes- 
timony of  witnesses  wotild  be  to  very  little  or  no  purpose," 
This  subject  came  before  the  court  of  King's  Bench  in 
the  late  case  of  Cazenove.  v..  Vaughan  (1)  ;  from  which  it 
now  appears  to  be  clearly  settled,  that  depositions  are  not 
aHowed  to  be* read  in  evidence,  before  -answer  put  in  or 
before  the  party  is  in  contempt,  unless  he  has  had  an  op- 
portunity of  cross-examining ;'  but  if  he  has  bad  such  an 
opportunity,  and  has  omitted  to  avail  hiipself  of  it,  he 
cannot  afterwards  make  that  a  ground  4br  objecting  to  the 
depositioils  as  evidence. 

(1)  1  Maule  &  Sel.  4. 
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Of  Deposilionaj  Examinations^  Inqutsitifms^  S'C  ire.    - 

DEPositiOMs  are  frequently  taken  with  the  consent  of  Depositions 
the  parties  to  a  s«it,  when  a  matt^Wal  witness  is  about  to  J'^*^*^"- 
leave  the  kingdom,' or  resides  abroad  (2).  And '^  these 
depositions  may  be  given  in  evidence,  if  at  the  lime  of  the 
trial  die  witness  has  quitted  the  country  (3).  But  if  the 
trial  comes  on  before  his  departure,  or  after  his  return, 
*the  depositions  cannot  be  read,'  "This  rule,*  however,  is  ^^^ 

not  to  be  taken  so  strictly,,  as  to  make  it  absolutely  neces* 
sary,  that  a  witness,  who  is  about  to  go  abroad,  should  be 
en  his  voyage,  when  the  trial  comes  on.  If  the  ship  has  . 
sailed,  though  it  may  have  put  back/iq^  if  the  witness  be 
<»n  board,  and  the  ship  ready  to  sail,  though  prevented  by 
contrary  winds,  that  seems  to  be  sufficient  (l)'(a).  . 

•  •  • 

(2)  See  aole,  p.  10.  (1)  Fonsick  v.  Agaf,  6  Esp.  N.  P. 

(3)  Anon,  case,  2Sa]k.  601.  Fal-    C.  92. 
cooler  V.  Hanson,.  1  Campb,  172. 

— ■  ■  ■'■'        ^  ti    ■■  .■■■    - ■■  ■    II  I 

'  (a)  In  the  state  of  New -YopMepositio'nsot  witnesses  may  in 
certain  cases  be  t^Oken  dt  bene  esse  linger  a  judge's  order,  without 
the  consent  9f  the  opposite  party ;  bu(  it  is  necessary  that  the 
party  obtaining  the  order  should  give  notice  of  the  time  and  place 
of  the.  examination.  The  most  common  ground  for  examining  a 
witness  in  this  manner  is  his  expected  departure  from  the  state, 
but  it  will  be  allowed  in  the  case  of  a  ivitness  who  is  so  aged  and 
infirm  as  not  to  be  able  to  attend  court.  The  examination  may  be 
taken  at  any  time  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  even  before 
issue  joined.  Coneklin  v.  HaHy  1.  Johns.  Cos.  103.  Mumford 
y.  Churchy  Ibid.  147. 

Except  iq  the  few  instances  mentioned  in  the  text,  the  courts  of 
common  law  in  England  do  not  admit  the  depositions  of  witnesses 
taken  in  a  foreign  country,  in  evidence.  But  a  contrary  practice 
prevails  in  this  country,  and  the  courts  of  the  JUniled  States  as 
well  as  the  superior  courts  of  the  several  states  permit  a  party  in  a 
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P«P«l>**on*  Where  an  indictment  or  information  is  exhibited  in  die 
King's  Bench  for  an  o6bnce  committed  in  India,  or  where 
a  suit  has  beeil  commenced  in  any  court  in  this  country  for 
a  cause  of  Action  arising  in  India  (2),   the  depositions  of 

(3)  Francisco  V.  Ollmon^,  1  Boft.  k  PdB.  177. 

•  suit  to  take  tbe/ex^mioatictDs'of  witnesses,  not  amenable  to  the 
process  of  the  court,  to  be  read  in  evidence  jn  the  cause,  certain. 
fosiBs  calculated  to  prevent  suFprise  and  the  introduction  of  false 
or  partial  testimony,  being  observed.  It  is  obvious  thait  in  a  coun- 
try, tbe  intercourse  between  the.  different  parts  of  which  is  so  ex- 
tensive, under  one  general  government,  and  yet  consisting  of  so 
many  local,  iQdependeqt  jurisdictions,  if  such  a  practice  were  not 
authorized  there  would  in  many  cases  be  a  total  failure  of  justice. 
Yet  it  is  also  obvious,  that  the  examination  of  witnesses  otherwise 
than  in  open  court,  is,  not  only  inadequate  to  the  due  investigation 
of  truth,  but  unfess  exercised  with  great  caution,  and  placed  imder 
every  restriction  which  may  tend  to  prevent  one  party  from  gain- 
ing an  undue  advantage  over  the  other,  would  be  productive  of 
greater  inconv|enieoce  than,  without  i(,  cbuld  arisfe  from  the  occa- 
sional failure  of  right  through  defect  of  proof;  therefore  the  party  at 
whose  instance  the  examiuation  is' taken  should  give  notice  of  his 
intention,  that  ^is  adversary  may^have  an  opportunity  to  introduce 
a  cro$s  exutni nation,  or  in  any  other  manner  protect  his  rights. 
However,  tliese  cautions,  necessary  as  they  may  appear  to  be, 
have  not  been  universally  regaroed,  aild  in  many  of  the  states  de- 
positions  taken  in  the  loosest  manner  are  allowed  as  testimony. 
Thus,  in  Connecticut,  depositions  taken  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  another  state,  frequently  without  notice,  tbe  necessity  of 
which  depends  altogether  on  the  proximity  of  the  r'esidence  of  the 
parties  or  their  attorneys  are  admissible,  with  no  other  security 
than  that  they  shall  not  be  wriiien  by  a  person  interested,  or  an  at- 
torney in  his  client's  cause.  Sw^'s  Ev,  1 12,  1 13.  The  practice 
of  the  courts  .of  the  United,  States,  although  better,  guarded,  is  in 
some  respects  similar  to  that  of  Connecticut.  See  Act  of  Con- 
gress of  Sept.  24,  1789,  s.  30.  ^ 

The  act  for  the  amendment  of  ike  law,  Laws  of  JV.  F.  sess.  36.  c. 
56.  s.  1 1 .  authorizes  courts  of  record  to  issue  commissions  for  the 
examination  of  witnesses  not  resident  in  the  state.  For  this  pur- 
pose applicatioR  must  be  made  to  the  court  by  motion,  supported 
by  affid^ivit,  and  aAer  due  notice  to  the  opposite  attorney  ;  and  it 
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witnesses  may  be  obtained  under  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  13  G*  3.  c.  63.  ss.  40.  &  44.  This  statute  enacts, 
that  the  Court  may  award  a  .writ  of  mandamus  to  the 
judges  of  the  courts  in  India,  as  the  case  may  require,  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses,  who  are  to  be  examined 
publicly  in  the  court  upon  oath,  atdministcred  according  toi 
the  form  of  their  several  religions ;  and  these  depositions, 
duly  taken  and  returned,  in  the  form.pivscribed  by  thje 
act,  .are  to  be  allowed  and  deemed  as  good  and  conipetent 


is  then '  discretiouary  with  the  court  to  gtant  or  refuse  the  com* 
mission,  who  appoint  the  commissioners,  being  the  persons  sug- 
gested by  the  respective  parties,  if  not  objected  to  (or  some  valid 
reason:  the  name  of  the  witdess  must  be  inserted  in  the  commia- 
sion,  and  interrogatories  must  be  drawn  up  in  wciting^,a  co{3y  serv- 
ed on  the  opposite  party,  wha  is  entitled  to  propound  cross-irt* 
terrogatories,  and  if  there  is  any  disagreement  to  the  propriety  of 
the  questions  of  either  party,  the  interrogatories  are  tohe  settled  by 
\he  court  or  a  judge,,  and  when  approved  must  be  annexed  to  the 
commission.,  A  commission  wUI  not  'in  general  be  granted  until 
after  issue,  joined,  and  is  a  stay  of  proceedings  for  such  time  as 
would  reasonably  be  sufBcient^for  the  execution  and  return  of  the 
commission.  The  mode  of  examining-  the  witnesses  and  of  closing 
up  and  returning  their  examinatiops  are  particularly  pointed  out  by 
the  statute  and  must  be  strictly  observed.  Vide  f^anderooort  v.  ( 
Columbian  Ins,  Co,  SJohis,  Cos,  137.  IVatson  v.  DehJield^Z 
Caines^  Rep,  260.  Hackley  v.  Ptariek,  2  ^ohn$.  Rep,  47$. 
fiiays  V.  Merrihew^  3  Johns.  Rep,  251.  Kirby  v.  IVcOkies,  1 
^Caines*  Rep,  603.  Coles  v.  Thompson,  Ibid.  517.  Bouchereau  v. 
LePuen,  ^  Johns.  Rep,  \90,  • 

Where  a  commission  was  sent  to  a  foreign  country,  where  the 
government  as  a  principle  refused  to  let  the  commissioners  act,  as 
being  an  assumption  of  sovereign  power,  but  the  c6iBmission  was 
executed  by  a  jfidge  or  court  of  the  country,  in  presence  of  the 
commissioners,  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  were  permitted  to 
be  read,  as  othenvise  the  course  of  justice  might  be  impeded,  but 
the  4:ourt  observed  they  would  see  that  the  evidence*  was  fairly 
taken.  Winthrop  v.  Union  tns.  Co.  C.  C.  \},  S.  Pi  2  Condy's 
Marsh.  706  fl. 
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evidence,  as  if  the  witness  had  been  sworn  at  the  trial, 
and  examined  viva  voce. 
DepositioDA        The  depositions  of  iVitnesseS,  taken  by  commissioners  of 

before  com-    ,.  ,,  ^  ii*  •  •  % 

miasionenof  bankrupt,  could  qot  formerly  be  given  in  evidence,  m  an 
^'•'^^^"Vt-  action  to  liy  the  question  of  bankruptcy  or  any  other  ques- 
tion connected  with  it,  because  in  these  proce^ngs  the 
parties  interested  had  not  the  power  of  cross-examining 
the  witnesses  (3).  But  now,  by  the  statute  5  G,'  2.  c.  30. 
s.  41*  ^^  'Upon  petition  of  any  person  to  the  great  seal, 
praying  that  the  commission  and  the  depositions  taken 
thereon,  or  any  pact  of  stich  depositions^  and  any  other 
matter  or  thing  relating  to  the  commissioi^,  or  the  proceed- 
*  274  ings  thereon,  *may  be  entered  of  record,  the  great  seal 

may  direct  them  to  be  enteredof  record ;  and  In  case  of 
the  death  of  the  witnesses  proving  the  bankruptcy,  or  incase 
the  commission,  depositions,  proceedings,  or  other  matters 
or  things,  be  lost  or  mislaid,  a  true  copy  of  the  record  of 
such  commission,^  depositions,  and  proceedings,  or  other 
matters  or  things,  signed  and  attested  as  therein  men- 
tioned, may  upon  all  occasions  be  given  in  evidence  to 
prove  such  commission  and  the  bankruptcy  of  such  per- 
son, against  whom  the  com^iission  issued,  or  other  mat- 
ters or  things  (o)." 

These  depositions,  when  recorded,  are  evidence  in  an 
*  ^tion  at  law,  to  prove*  the  precise  time  when  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  committed  (1)  ^  for  the  witness  cannot  tel) 
his  story  befoi*e  the  commissioners,  without  saying  when 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed.  •  He  must  mention 
that  naturally  and  of  course,  and  therefore  is  t^e  ipore 
likely  to  speak  the  truth.    In  many  cases,  its  being  an  act 

(3)  2  RoU.  Ab.  679.  p).  9.    BuJl.        (1)  Janson  ▼.  WOson,   1  Doag, 
N.  P.  242.  257. 


(a)  Certified  copies  of  the  probeedings  filed  in  the  District  Court, 
of  the  coipmissioners  under  the  late  bankrupt  law  of  the  U.  S. 
were  held  prima  facte  evi<fence,  against  all  persons,  of  the  com- 
mission, trading,  and  act  of  bankruptcy,  Rugan  v.  fVestp  1  Bitmey 
S63. 
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of  bankruptcy  depends  on  the  time,  Hie  legislature  con-* 
sidered  the  commissioners  as  indifferent  persons,  examining 
the  witnesses  with  impartiality,  and  taking  care  of  the  in- 
terests of  all  parties  (2). 

By  statute  49  G.  3.  c.  121.  s.lO.)  in  all  actions  brought 
by  or  against  assighees,  the  commission  and  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  commissioners  are  to  be  received  as  evidence  of. 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debl^  and  of  the  trading  and 
bankruptcy,  unless  the  other  party  in  the  action,  if  de- 
fendant, at  or  before  the  time  of  pleading  to  the  action, 
and  if  plaintiff,  before  issue  joined,  give  notice  in  writing 
to  such  assignee,  that  he  iQtends  to  dispute  the  same. 
And  by  section  11.  of  the  same  act,  in  all  suits  in  equity 
by  or  againsb assignees,  the  commission  and  proceedings 
are  io  be  received  as  evidence  df  the  petitioning  ci^ditor^s 
debt,  and  of  the  trading  and  bankruptcy,  against  all  the 
*other  parties  in  the  suit,  unless  such  parties,  some  or  one  *  27£r 

of  them,  within  ten  days  after  rejoinder  in  the^cansc,  give 
notice  in  writing  to  the  assignees,  that  they,  intend  to  dis- 
pute the  same.  This  statute  *  applies  only  to  those  cases 
where  the  assignees  are  parties  to  the  ^ttion.  In  an  ac- 
tion between  third  persons,  if  the  validity  of  a  coof  mission 
of  bankruptcy  comes  incidentally,  into  question^  as  a 
ground  of  defence,  it  must  be  regularly*^  proved,  as  it 
would  have  been  before  the  passing  of  the  statute  (1  •)  But  - 
the  statute  is  not  confined  to  cases  where  the  assignees  are 
named  as  such  upon  the  recoi^d ;  and  will  9pply,  where 
the  opposite  party  knows  that  they  make  (yt  their 
title  under  the  commission  (2).  When  the  proceedings 
are  offered  in  evidence,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  that 
they  came  out  of  the  proper  custody,  (namely,  that  of  the 
solicitor  to  the  commission,)  or  to  prove  the  hand-writing 
of  one  of  the  commissioners,*  before  whom  they  Hrere 
taken  (3).    Such  evidence  is  necessary,  although  there  has 


s 


Per  Ld.  MuffieM,  ib.  (2)     SimmondB    t.    Knight,    3 

Jl)  Doe  dem.  Mawton  ▼•  Listoo,    Campb.  SSI. 
4  Taunt  741.  (3)  Colfinson  ▼.  HOlear,  3  Canpb. 
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i  not  been  any  notice  nf  an.intcntion  to  dispute  their  vati- 

dity. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are,  that  "  the  commission 
and  tbe  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  are  to  be  re- 
ceived flw.  evidence  of,  &*c.i  unless  the  other  party  give  no- 
tice in  writing,  that  he  intends  to  dispute  the  same."  The 
proceedings  are  therefore  primes  fofie  evidence ;  but  not 
conchisivc/  The  bankrupt,  in  an  action  against  the  as- 
signees, may  call  witnesses  to  contradict  the  depositions 
respecting  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the  trading,  or 
the  bankruptcy,  ahhough  he  has  not  given  such  a  notice  to 
the  assignees  (4). 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  a  creditor's  share,  under  an 
order  of  commissioners  of  bankrupt '  for  a  flividend,  the 
•  276  *proceedings  of  the  commissioners  are  conclusive  evidence 

of  the  debt,  against  the  bankrupt's  assignees  (I)  :  where 
the  debt  h^s  been  once  liquidated  before  the  commissioners, 
it  cannot  be  litigated,  except  on  an  application  to  th^' 
great  seaU  But  on  an  indictment  for  perjury,  charged  to 
have  been  committed  by  the  defendant  in  passing  his  exa- 
mination before  the  commissioners,  strict  evidence  of  the 
bankruptcy  seema  to  be' necessary,  and  the  commission 
and  proceedings  under  it  wfll  not  be  sufficient  proof;  for 
the  authority  of  the  commissioners  in  taking  the  examina- 
tion is  grounded,  not  in  tlie  commission,  but  in  -the 
bankruptcy  (2), 
Pepomtions  Justices  of*  the  peace  are  enabled  and  directed  to  take 
ticeoi peace,  ^^e  depositions  of  witnesses  in  cases  of  felony,  by  the 
statutes  1  &  2  Ph.  &  M.  c.  1 3.  s.  4.,  and  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M. 
*  c.  10.  (3).  By  the  first  of  these  statutes,  "justices  of  the 
peace,  when  any  person  is  brought  before  them  for  man- 
slaugliter  or  felony,  being  bailable  by  law,  shall,  before 
any  bailment,  take  the  elamination  of  the  prisoner,  and 
the  examination  of  them  who  bring  him,  of  the  fact  and 

(4)  Ellis  T.   SWrley;,a  Campb.  Hal.  P.  C.  62.    Tool's  case,  KcK 

424,     .  19.     Pained    cane,    I    Salk.   28K 

(1)  Brown  y.Bullen,!  Doug.  407.  Woodtock's  case,    a  Leach    Civ 

(2)  R.  T.  PuDshon,  3  Campb.  96.  Cases  665. 

(3)  1  Hal.  P.  C.  305.  686.    2 
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circumstances  thereof,  and  the  same^^r  as.  mucK  as  may 
be  material  to  prove  the  felony,  shalf^l  in  writing,,  be- 
fore they  make  the  bailment;  which  examination,  with 
the  bailment,  the  said  justices  shall  certify  at  the  next  gc-* 
neral  gaol  delivery  to  be  boldun  within  the  limits  of  their 
commission.^' 

As  this  statute  extended  only  to  bailable  felonies,  and 
Bot  to  cases  where  the  justice  committed  a  prisoner  on  sus* 
picion  of  manslaughter  or  felony,  (in  which  cases,  however, 
the  examination  of  the  prisoner,  and  of  those  who  brought 
him  before  the  magistrate,  w,as  more  necessary^  than  where 
the  prisoner  was  bailed,)  it  was  therefore  enacted  by  statute 
3  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c.  10.^  '<  that  the  justice,  before  he  shall 
*commit  a  pi^isoner,  brought  before  him  on  suspicion  of  ?  £7 

manslaughter  or  felony,  shall  take  the  eiamination  of  the 
prisoner,  and  the  information  of  those  who  bring  him,  of 
the  feet  and  circumstance  thereof,  and,  shall  put  the  >ame, 
or  as  much  thereof  as  shall  h^.  material;  to  prove  the'  fe<- 
lony,  in  writing,  within  two  days  after  the  saidexamina.- 
tidn,  and  the  same  shall  certify  in  such  form  and  at  such 
time  as  they'  ought  to  do,  if  such^prisoner  so  committed 
had  been  bailed  («)•" 

In  the  construction  of  these  statutes^  it  seems  now  to  be 
settled  (1),  that  the  depositiotis  of  a -witness,  takfen  upon 
oath  (2),  in  the  presence  of  a  prisoner  (^)  who  has  been 
brought  before  the  magistrate  on  a  charge  of  felony,  may 
be  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  the 
same  felony,  if  it  be  proved  on  oath  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  court,  that  the  informant  is  dead  (4),  or  not  able  to 

*  (1)  Se€  Hawk.  PI.  Cr.  b.  S.  c.  Kel.  65.     Bromwich's  case,  1  Lev. 

46.  8. 15.                             '  180.    Dalt.  c.  111.  p.  369.    Adm. 

(%)  1  Hal.  P.C.305.586.  2Ha].  perCar.inPayiie*scase, lSaIk.281. 

P.  C.  52.  190.  284.  DaltoD.  Jiat  c.  Hal.  P.  C.  ib.  Bull.  N.  P.  24!^.  Case 

111.  p.  969.    Boll.  N.  P.  242.  of  Flemniiig  aod  Windham, 2 Leacb 

(3)R.y.  Payne,5Mod.l63«cited  Cr.  C.  996.      Westbeer's  case,  1 

per bd.  Kenyoo,  3  T.  R.  723.  Wood-  T^each  Cr.  C.  14.  (id  wbicb  case  the 

cock's  case,  2  Leach  Cr.  C.  566.  R.  depositions  were  those  of  a  deceased 

T.  Vipont,2  Burr.  11^.  accomplice). 

(4)  4th  res.  in  Ld.  Morley's  case, 

-^ r—. ^ i : 

(a)  Vide  Laws  N.  Y.  sess.  36.  c.  104.  s.  2.     2  R.  L.  507. 
Punl.  Nm-YwrkJuiU  100,  101. 
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I 

travel  (d),  or  that^  is  kept  away  by  the  means  and  con- 
trivaDce  of  the  pnlfoner  (6)  ^  provided  also,  that  the  de- 

'  positions  offered  in  evidence  are  proved  to  be  the  same 
as  were  sworn  before  the  justice,,  without  any  alteration  (7)^ 

,  Before  the  statute  of  Philip  ^n4  Mary,  a  dc^position  taken 
before  a  justice  of  thp  county  where  a  felony  was  com- 
mitted, would  not  have  been  evidence,  even  though  the 
witness  had  died  or  was  unable  to  travel  (8). 

It  is  not  essential  to  the  validity,  of  depositions,  that  they 
should  be  signed  by  the  deceased  witness.  In  Flemming^s 
case,  on  an  indictment  for  a  rape,  all  the  judges  concurred 
^  278  •  *in  opinion  that  the  depositions  of  a  girl  deceased,  on  whose 
person  the  crime  had  been  committed,  taken  on  oath  by 
the  committing  magistrate,,  had  been  properly  admitted  iq 
evidence  at  the  trial,  though  the  depositions  were  hot  sign- 
ed by  the  deceased  ( 1  )•  * 
The  information  of  witnesses,  taken  before  justices  of  the 
peace,  cannot  be  given  ih  evidence  on  an  indictment  for  ^ 
BMsdemeanor,  (as,  on  an  information  for  publishing  a  libel,) 
or  in  civil  actioq^,  or  on  an  appeal  for  murder  (3).  No£ 
can  a  conviction '  for  petty  tt^ason  be  grounded  on  such 
evidence  (3) ;  for  the  statute  1  Ed*  6.  c,  1 2.  s.  22.  enacts, 
^^  that  no  person  shaP  be  indicted,  arraigned,  condemned, 
or  convicted,  for  any  .offence  of  treason  or  petty  treason, 
unless  he  be  accused  by  two  sufficient  and  lawful  witnesses, 
or  shall  willingly  without  Violence  confess  the  same ;"  and 
this  is  confirmed  by  statu ta  5  &  6  Ed.  6.  c.  1 1  •  s.  1 2.,  which 
enacts,  ^*  that  no  person  shall  be.  indicted,  arraigned,  con- 
demned, convicted,  or  attainted,  for  any  ojT  the  treasons 
specified  in  the  ^ct,  or  for  any  other  treasons,  unless  the 
offender  be  accused. by  two  lawful  accusers;  which  said 
accusers  at  the  time  of  the  arraignment  of  the  party  accused 
shall  be  brought  in  person  before  the  party  so  accused,  and 

(5)  1  Hal.  p.  C.  306.  686.  2  Hal.        (S)  3  T.  R.  710,  722. 

P.  C.  52.    Kei,  56.  (Hie  case  of  de-  (1)  Case  of  Flemmiog  and  Wind* 

positions  before  a  coroner).  ham,  2Lfeach  Cr.'C.  996. 

(6)  Kel.  66.   Foster  Disc.  p.  337.  (2)  R.  v.  Payne,  1  Ld.  Ray.  729. 

(7)  1  Hal.  P.  C.  305.    2  Hal.  P.  (3)  Poster  Disc.  337. 
C.  52.    Kel.  ^5. 
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avow  and  maintain  what  they  have  to  eay  against  the  said 
party,  to  prove  him  gnilty  of  the  treasons  or  offences  con- 
tained  in  the  bill  of  indictment  laid  against  the  party  ar- 
raigned ;  unless  the  said  party  arraigned  shall  willingly 
without  violence  confess  the  same."  However,  as  a  prison- 
er maybe  convicted  of  murder,  on  an  indictment  for  petty 
treason,  the  depositions  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  0iip* 
port  a  conviction  of  murder,  though'  not  sufficient  to  sup- 
port a  conviction  of  petty  ti^asbn  (4). 

The  words  of  the  statute  1  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c.  13.  s.  4., 
which  are  also  referred  to  and  adopted  by  st.  2  &  3  Ph.  & 
*M.  c.  10.,  are,  "  thistt  the  justices*  shall  certify  the  e^a-  *  27S 

mination  taken  before  them  at  the  next  general  gaol  delivery 
within  the  limits  of  their  ctTmmlssion.'^  It  often  happens 
that  the  felon  is  taken  and  examined  by  a  magistrate  in  a 
couilty  where  the  offence  Iwas  not  committed ;  in  such  a 
ease,,  the  examinations  and  informations  are'to  be  trans* 
mitted  into  the  county  where  the  felon  is*indicted,  and  may 
there  h%  read  in  evidence  against  him,  though  the>  magis- 
trate had  ncfi  original  cognizance  of  the  offence  (1). 

As  informations,  when  judicially  and  regularly  taken,  are 
evidence  against  a  prisoner,  if  the  informant  dies  before 
the  trial ;  so,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  informant  him. 
self  gives  evidence,  the  informations  may  be  used,  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner,  to  cbntradict  his  testimony.  One  of 
the  objects  of  the  legislature  in  passing  the  statute!,  was  to 
enable  the  judge  and  jury,  before  whom  the  prisoner  id 
tried,  to  see  whether  the  witnesses  at  the  trial  are  consist- 
ent with  the  account  given  by  them  before  the  committing 
magistrate  (3).  Thus,  it  was  admitted  in  Lord  Stafford^{$ 
ease  (3),  that  the  depositions  of  a'  witness,  taken  before  a 
justice  of  peace,  might  be  read,  at  the  desire  of  the  prison- 
er, in  order  to  take  off  the  credit  of  the  witness,  by  showing 
a  variance  between  the  depositions  and  the  evidencp  givenr 
in  court  viva  voce  (3). 

(4)  Radbourae'i  caae,  2  Leach  (t)  See  the  judgment  in  L&objrW 
Cr.  C.  512.    Swan's  case,  Foster    case,  2  Leach  Cr.  C.  6^.  * 

5.106.  (3)3St.Tr.  p.  131.    Hawk.  PI. 


n)Dalt.Just.  c.  ni.p.3a9.    Z    Q.  b.  JJ,  c.  48.  j!.  2«. 
aYp.Cff 


Hal.  P.  C,  285. 


^  -  i" . 
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DepoMtioos  The  statute  1  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c.  13.  s.  6.  enacts,  ^  that 
coroner.  erery  coroner  upon  an  inquisition  before  him  found, 
whereby  any  person  shall  be  indicted  for  murder  or  man- 
slaughter, o(  as  accessary  before  the  murder,  shall  put  in 
writing  the  efieqt  of  the  evidence  given  to  the  jury  before 
him,  being  material ;  and  shall  (:ertify  the  same  evidence, 
together  with  the  inquisition  or  indictmenf  before  him 
taken  and  found,  at  or  before  the  iime  of  the  trial  tbereot 
to  be  had  (a)."  r  -      ; 

*  380  *0n  thi^  statute,  it  has  been  resolved  unanimously  by  all 

the.  judges,  that  in  ca^  any  of  the  withesi^s,  who  have  been 
examined  Ibefore  the  coroner,  are  dead,  on  unable  to  travel, 
or  kept  out  of  the  way  by  the  means  and  contrivance  of  the 
prisoner,  their  depositions  may  be  read  on  the  trial  of  the 
prisoner,  the  coroner  first  proving,  that  they  are  the  same 
which  be  took  upon  oathf  without  any  addition  or  altera-> 
tion(1)«  And 'proof,  that  the  witness  has  been  in^ired 
after  and  is  not  to  be  found,  has  been  thought  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  reading  of  the  depositions  (2).  Thp  statute 
requires  the  coroner  '^  to  put  in  writing  the  ejff^ect  of  thfe 
evidence  given  to  the  jiiry  before  him,  being  material  ;^^ 
the  true  meaning  of  which. appears  to  be,  that  he  should  at 
least  take  down  the  plain  and  obvious  meaning  of  the  words 
spoken  by  the  witnesses,  and  not  merely  to  state  what,  in 
his  judgment,  was  the  result  of  the  evidence. 

It  ddtes  not  appear  from  the  report  of  either  of  the  cases 
above  cited,  whether  the  depositions  were  taken  by  the 
coroner  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner.  But  it  seems  to 
be  the  prevailing  opinion,  that  they  are  admissible,  though 
the  prisoner  may  have  been  ajKscnt  at  the  time  of  taking 
the. inquisition.  A  book  of  authority  (3),  after  stating  the 
general  rule,  that  depositions  are  not  evidence,  where  there 

(1)  Lord  Morley^s  case,  Kel.  55.  caae,  cor.  Holt,  C.  J.,  Atkins,  J.,  and 
Thatcher^8cafle,2  Jon.  53.  Brom-  Nevil,  J.,  4  St.  Tr.  49S.  'Contra, 
wich*s  6ase,  1  Lev.  180.  Gilb.  £v.  4th  res.  mLd.Morley^scaae,  KeL  55. 
124.    See  ante,  p.  277.  (3)  BoU.  N.  P.  242. 

(2)  Adm.  per  Cur.  ia  Harrisoo's 

(a)  Vide  Larrs  of  JS" eve-York,  scss.  24.  c.  43.  s.  2.  1  Rj  L.  160. 
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cannot  be  acrossrexamination,  adds, .by  way  bfexccption^ 
"  yet,  if  the  witnesses  examined  on  a  coroner's  inquest  be 
dead  or  beyond  sea,  their  depositions  may  be  read  ;  for  the 
coroner  is  an  officer  appointed  on  behalf  of  the  public  to 
make  inquiry  about  the  matters  within  his  jurisdiction." 
And  in  the  case  of  the  King^gainft  the  Inhabitants  of  Eris- 
well  (4),  (where  Mr.  Just.  Buller,  in  support  of  his  opinion 
on  the  case  then  before  the  court,  stated  that  depositions 
before  a  coroner  had  been  long  settled  to  be  good  evi- 
dence, though  the  person  accused  be  not  present  when  they 
are  *taken,  nor  ever  heard  of  them  till  the  moment,  when  *  ^81 

ihey  are  produced  against  him,)  LordKeoyon,  who  differ- 
ed from-  Mr.  Justice  Buller  on  the  principal  question, 
said(l),  that  the  case  alluded  to,  was  an  exception  found- 
ed on  the  statute  of  Philip  and  Mary.  Besides^  he  added, 
'  the  examination  before  the  coroner  is  an  inquest  of  office  ; 
it  is  a  transaction  of  notoriety,  to  which,  every  person  has 
a  right  of  access  j  and  writs  of  ad  quod  damnum  have  been 
frequently  set  aside,  for  want  of  diis  notoriety  in  the  exe- 
cution of  them  by  the  sheriff.  To  this  effect  also  Lord 
Hale  lays  it  down  (2),  that  the  coroner's  inquest  must  hear 
evidence  on  oath  as  well  for  the  party  accused  as  for  the 
king,  if  it  be  offered  to  them ;  because  the  proceeding  is 
not  so  much  an  accusation  on  an  indictment,  as  an  inqui- 
sition of  office  to  inquire  truly,  how  the  party  came  to  his 
death  ;  and  for  an  oniission.  in  this  respect,  an  inquisition 
of  felo  de  se  has  been  quashed. 

An  inquisition  of  felo  de  se,  taken  before  the  coroner  LiquuiticAi. 
super  visum  corporis,  is  considered  by  Lord  Coke  (3)  to  be 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact  against  the  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators of  the  deceased.  But  Lord  Hale  in  his  Pleas 
of  the  Crown  (4)  is  of  a  different  opinion,  conceiving  it  un- 
reasonable that  they  should  be  concluded,  apd  lose  the 
goods  of  the  deceased  without  an  answer,  by  an  inquisition, 


(4)  3  T.  R.  715.  (3)  3  Inst.  55. 

(1)  3  T.  R.  7SH.  (4)  1  PJ.  Cr.  4ie»    1  Cast  P.  C. 

(2)  1  PI.  Cr.  415.    «  PI.  Cr.  66.  ^9. 
Score j^s  caflo,  1  Leach  Cr.  C.  50. 


/ 
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wbich  may  be  taken. by  the  coroner  behind  their  backs* 
•        And  it  is  now  settled  that  such  an  inquisition  may  be  re^ 
moved  into  the  King's  Bench,- and  traversed  by  the  ezecu«' 
tors  and  administrators  of  the  deceased  (5). 

If  it  be  found  by  the  coroner^s  inquisition,  in  case  of  the 
death  qf  a  person  who^is  nolfelo  de  se,  that  the  person, 
who  committed  the  offence,  fled  for  it,  the  authorities  hold 
this  finding  to  be  conclusive  and  not  traversable ;  yet,  upon 
*  S82  ^principle,  it  should  seem  as  if  the  one  case  were  as  much 

traversable  as  the  other  (1). 

There  are  various  other  kinds  of  inquisition  of  office, 
which,  if  regularly  taken,  and  under  a  competent  author!* 
ty,  will  be  admitted  by  courts  of  law  as  evidence  of  the 
facts  there  found.  Some  inquisitions  are  taken  on  an  in- 
quiry made  by  the  sheriff,  or  coroner,  or  escheater,  by 
Tirtue  of  their  office,  or  under  a  writ  directed  to  them  for 
that  purpose  :  others  are  taken  by  commissioners,  specially 
appointed  to  examine  witnesses  on  oath,  and  inquire  into 
the  several  miitters  specified. 

An  inquisition  of  lunacy  is  evidence  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment,  to  show  that  the  prisoner  was  insane  when  he 
committed  the  offence  (2).  Such  inquisitions  are  evidence 
even  against  third  persons,  who  were  strangers  to  the  pro<> 
cceding.  Thus,  in  a  case  where  an  inquisition  of  lunacy 
was  offered  as  evidence  to  affect  the  rights  of  third  persons, 
and  objected  against  as  res  inter  alios  acta.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  overruled  the  objection,  and  said  that  inquisitions  of 
lunacy,  and  likewise  other  inquisitions,  as  post  mortem, 
&c«,  are  always  admitted  to  be  i*ead,  but  not  conclusive  (3). 
So  an  inquisition  taken  by  virtue  of  a  commission  which 
issued  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  under  the  seal  of 
the  court  of  Exchequer,  to  commissioners  to  inquire,  whe* 

(6)  See  1  Saund.  362.  note  I  by  1812,  before  Le  Bianc,  J.  and  tbe 

the  Editor,  who  has  there  coOected  present  Ch.  J.  of  the  Conamon  Pieas, 

the  cases  on  this  subject.    As  to  the  MS. 

duty  of  the  coroner  in  taking  an  in-  (3)   Sereeson  v.  Sealey,  2  Atk. 

quest,  see  stat.  1  H.  8.  c.  9.  .412.    FauTder  y.  Silk  and  another, 

(1)  See  n.  (5).  ^te,  281.,  and  3  Campb.  126.  See  Jones  t.  White^ 
Hawk.  b.  2.  c.  9.  s.  54.  ante,-  p.  23&. 

(2)  R,  ▼.  Bowler,  O.   B.  June 
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ther  a  prior  was  seised  of  certain  lands  as  pc^rcel  of  ai 

r 

manor,  or  whether  the  crown  was  seised  of  them  after  the 
dissolution  of  the  priory,  was  adjudged  to  be  good  evidence 
of  thos^  fact^  (4}.  And  an  inquisition,  taken  under  an  or- 
(}er  of  the  House  of  Commons,  is  evidence  respecting  the 
fees  of  certain  offices  (5). 

*Inquisitions,  which  are  extrajudicial  *  or  irregularly  *  2«3 

taken,  will  not  be  received  in  evidence.  Thus  an  inquisi- 
tion made  by- a  sherifiPs  jury,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing who  was  entitled  to  the  property  of  goods  taken  under 
an.  execution,  is  not  admissible  evidence  even  against  the 
s&eriff,  in  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the  party  in  whose 
favour  the  inquisition  was  found  (!)•  This  evidence  was 
received  at.  the  trial  of  th^  cause  by  Mr.  Justice  BuUer, 
who  admitted  it,  but  held  it  not  to  be  conclusive  ;  and,  a 
verdict  having  been  found»for  the  defendants,  a  motion  was 
afterwards  made  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  in« 
quisition  was  conclusive  evidence  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff, 
as  agatnst  the  person  who  contested  the  property  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  who  was  present  at  the  time  of  taking  the  in- 
quisition. But  the  court  refused  the  application.  Ch.  J» 
Eyre,  said  he  doubted  whether  a  sheriff  can,  strictly  speak- 
ing, hold  any  inquisition,  as  to  property,  except  under  a 
writ  de  propriate  probanda  in  replevin.  And  Mr.  Justice 
Buller  said,  he  thought  he  ought  not  to  have  admitted  the 
evidence  at  the  trial,  a^s  the  inquisition  was  not.  under  the 
king's  writ,  but  merely  a.  proceeding  by  the  sheriff  of  his 
own  authority. 

In  order  to  make  an4Dqui8i((on  evidence,  the  commis^ 
sion,  under  which  it  was  taken,  oqghtregularly  to  be  prov* 
ed,  or  shown  to  be  lost.  But  in  cases  of  more  general 
concern,  such  as  the  minister's  return  to  the  commission 
in  the  reign  of  Hen.  8.  for  inquiring  into  the  value  of  liv- 
ings, a  copy  of  the  whole  record  need  not  be  taken,  and 

(4)  Toeker  t«  D.  of  Beaulort,  1  (1)  Latkow  ▼.  Eamef  ft  Buraett, 

Burr.  146.  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  Z  H.  Black. 

(6)  Green  ▼.  Hewett,  Peake  N.  437* 
F.  Cv  194. 
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the  commission  is  of  such  public  notoriety  as  not  to  require 
any  proof  (2). 

Examiiia-  The  general  rule*  respecting  the  admissibility  of  deposi* 

tions  after  the  death  of  the  witness,  is,  that  they  tfre  not 
evidence,  unless  they  have  been  taken  judicially,  and  un^ 

*  284  '^^^  *^^^  party,  who?e  interests  would  be  affected  by  them, 

had  an  opportunity  of  being  present  and  cix>ss-examining 
the  deponent.  It  is  therefore  now  clearly  established,  that 
the  ex  parte  examination  of  a  pauper  concerning  his  set- 
tlement, taken  on  oath  before  magistrates,  is  not  admissi- 
ble, upon  a  question  of  settlement,  as  evidence  against  the 
appellant  parish  (1 ).  The  objection  against  their  admissi- 
bility is  not,  that  the  magistrates  have  no  power  to  admi^ 
nisier  an  oath,  (for  it  seems  to  be  admitted,  th^  the  statute 
13  &  14  C.  2.  c.  12.  s.  1.,  which  first  gave  them  a  power 
to  remove,  gave  them  also  incitienlally  a  power  to  exa- 
mine the  pauper  preparatory  to  a  removal  (2),)  but,  that 
the  examination  is  ex  parte,  obtained  at  the  instance  of 
overseers,  whose  parish  would  be  benefitted  by  the  remo- 
val, and  behind  the  backs  of  the  appellants,  who  received 
no  notice  of  the  proceeding,  and  had  not  the  benefit  of  a 
cross-examination  (3). 

There  are  some  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  besides 
those  already  mentioned,  founded  on  the  special  provisions 
of  acts  of  parliament.  Thus,  the  examination  of  a  single 
woman  before  a  magistrate,  under  the  statute  6  G.  2.  c.  31,, 
(which  enacts,  that,  in  case  any  single  woman  shall,  in  an 
examination  to  be  taken  in  writing  upon  oath  before  any 
justice,  &c.,  charge  any  |^rson  wfth  having  gotten  her  with 
child,  it  may  be  lawful  for  the  justice  to  issue  his  warrant 
for  the  immediate  apprehension  of  such  person,  &c.)  (a), 
will  be  evidence  after  the  woman's  death  against  the  repu- 

(2)  Bull.  N.  P.  228.    Hardcastle        (2)   Per  Ld.  KenjoD,  R.  t.  Eria- 

T.  Scbter,  2  Gwill  787.  well,  3  T.  R.  721. 

(1)  H.  V.  Nuneham  Courtenay,  I        (3)  Per  Ld,  K«i^od,  R.  ▼.  Eriae 

East  373.     R.  v.  Ferry  Frystone,  2  wclJ,  3  T.  R.  725. 
Eust54,     R.  V.  Abergwilly,  ib.  63. 


(a)  Vide  ZiawJV.  Y.  Sess.  36.  c  It.  s.  2.  1  R.  L.  306. 
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ted  father,  ok  his  appearance  at  the  sessions  to  abide  the 
order  of  the  court  according  to  his  recognizance.  This 
examination,  taken  by  the  directions  of  the  statute,  in  a 
judicial  proceeding,  will  be  evidence  like  depositions  under 
the  statute  of  Philip  and  Mary  (4) ;  although  the  proceed- 
ing ^before  the  magistrate  is  entirely  ex  parte,  and  though  *  ^85 
the  party  accused  is  not  present  at  the  woman's  exami- 
nation*                                                              • 

The  examination  of  a  soldier  before  a  magistrate,  touch- 
ing his  settlement,  is  maple  evidence  on  an  appeal,  by  the 
mutiny  act(l),  which  enables  '^  two. or  more  justices  for 
the  county,  where  any  soldier  shall  be  quartered,  in  case  he 
has  either  wife  or  child,  to  cause  him  to  be  summoned  be- 
fore them  in  the  place  where  he  is  quartered,  in  order  to 
make  oath  of  the  place  of  his  last  legal  settlen^eht*  And 
such  justices  are  required  to  give  an  attested. copy  of  such 
affidavit  to  the  person  making  the  same,  to  be  by  him  de- 
livered to  his  commanding  officer,  in  order  to  be  produced 
when  required,  which  attested  copy  shall  be  at  any/time 
admitted  in  evidence  as  to  such  last  legal  settlement  at  any 
general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace.''  As  an  attested  copy 
is  thus  made  evidence,  it  has  been  determined,  on  a  reason- 
able and  obvious  construction  o(  the  act,  that  (he  original 
affidavit,  which  is  a  higher  kind  of  evidence,  ought  to  be 
admitted  as  well  as  the  copy  (2).  The  statute  however  is  to 
be  construed  strictly  \  and  therefore  no  other  attested  copy 
is  legal  evidence,  while  the  original  is  in  existence^  except 
that  given  to  the  soldier  (3).  For  the  same  reason,  it  should 
seem,  if  the  soldier,  who  has  been  examined  before  the  ma- 
gistrates, be  abroad,  or  dead,  or  has  quitted  the  army,  at 
the  time  when  the  appeal  is  tried,  the  original  affidavit  car 
an  attested  copy  would  not  be  admissible  in  evidence. 
*'  One  inconvenience,  intended  to  be  remedied  by  the  act, 
was  that  of  taking  a  soldier  oiU  of  the  quarters,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  his  being  examined  respecting  his  settlement ;  and 

(4)  R.  y.  Ravenitone.,  5  T.  R.  373.        (3)   R.  ▼.  Claytoo-le-Moon  ;  5 
<1)  Sect.  33.  T.  R,  706. 

it)  R.  ▼.  Warley,  6  T.  R.  534. 


in  order  to  guard  against  this  incoovenience,  the  act  directs 
(he  magistrates,  who  take  the  soldier's  examination^  to  giv«^ 
him  a  copy  of  it,  to  be  delivered  to  the  cominanding  officer  ^ 
that  copy  is  lodged  in  the  hands  of  the  commanding  officeXf 
that  it  may  be  afterwards  produced  when  required.  £ut  if 
if  286  *the  soldier  go  abroad,  the  same  inconvenience  is  not  like« 

ly  to  happen,  apd  the  act  of  parliament  does  not  apply  lo 
such  a  cas5,(l)/'  .; 

DeptMitictof  Depositions,  taken  in  an  ecclesiastical  court,  in  a  cause 
^ialcoiirts'  'within  its  jurisdiction,  seejn  to  be  admissible  in  evidence 
upon  the  same  footing  as  depositions  in  the  court  of  Chan-* 
eery,  the  parties  being  the  same,  and  having  had  an  oppor-? 
tunity  of  cross-examining  the  deponents.  Chief  Baioft 
Gilbert  lays  down  the  rule  thus  (2) ;  ^^  Depositions  taken 
in  the  spiritual  court  in  a  cause  renting  to  lands  cannot  he 
read,  because  they  are  no  oaths  at  all,  inasmuch  as  the  spt* 
ritual  courts  have  no  authority  to  take  depositiotils  relating 
to  lands :  but  it  seems  they  may  be  read,  when  tiiken  in  a 
cause  in  which  diey  have  authority,  as  far  as  xelates  to  that 
cause,  inasmuch  as  these  are  lawful  oaths,  and  a  man  may 
be  indicted  for  the  violation  of  them,  though  they  be  not 
oaths  in  a  court  of  record.'^  It  does  not  appear,  in  any  of 
the  cases  above  mentioned,  to  have  been  thought  essential 
to  the  admissibility  of  depositions,  that  they  should  be  made 
in  courts  of  record  ;  but  the  material  consideration  was, 
whether  they  were  taken  judicially,  and  whether  the  other 
party,  against  whom  they  were  offered  in  evidence,  had  any 
opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  deponent4  And  upon 
this  principle,  Lord  Holt,  in  the  case  of  Breedon  v.  Gill  (3), 
was  of  opiaion,  that  depositions  before  commissioner  of 
excise,  (who  by  statute  12  C«  2«  c,  24.  s.  45.  have  a  power 
to  administer  oaths  on  inquiring  inta  forfeitures,)  taken  in 
the  presence  of  the  <>thcf  party,  and  si^ed  by  the  witness, 
would  be  admissible  on  an  appeal  from  the  sentent&of  th6 
commissioners,  in  case  the  witiiess  should  be  dead  at  the 
•  .  ■  '• 

(1)  Per  L'kwrence,"  J.  ia  fe.  v.        (2)Gilb.  Ev.60.  . 
dayton-le-MoorB,  6  T.  R.  lOB.  (^  1  Ld.  Eay,  210. 22^. 
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time  of  hearing  the  appeal.  There  are  some  authorities, 
which'hok),  that  depositions  of  witnesses  in  an  ecclesiastical 
court  are  ndt  to  be  admitted  in  courts  of  common  law  (4)  ; 
*and  one  book  of  authority  lays  it  down  as  a  general  rule,  *  2t7 

that  depositions,  taken  in  a  court  not  of  record,  shall  not 
be  allowed  jn  evidence  elsewhere  (!)•  However,  the  bet- 
ter opinion  seem&  to  be,  that  such  depositions  are  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  under  the  limitations  above  stated. 

Judgments  in  a  court  baron,  county  court,  or  hundred  J«fg?»«tE 
court,  and  the  judgments  of  any  other  inferior  court  recog-  covtr. 
nized  by  the  law  of  the  land  (2),  are  evidence  between  the 
same  parties,  upon  the  same  points  in  issue,  6n  matters 
within  their  jurisdiction.  Thus,  in  an  action  of  debt  on  a 
judgment  recover^  in  an  inferior  court,  the  judgment  will 
be  evidence  of  the  debt,  but  not  conclusive  ;  and  the  de* 
fendant  may  show  thai  (he  cause  of  action  ivas  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below  (3). 

An  award,  regularly  made  by  an  arbitrator,  to  whom  Awaid. 
matters  in  di&rence  are  referred^  is  conclusive,  in  an  action 
at  law,  on  the  parties  to  the  reference,  upon  ad  matters 
within  the  submission.  What  has  been  before  said  on  the 
subject  of  judgments  by  a  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction 
may  be  said  also  of  awards,  that  they  are,  as  a  plea,  a  bar, 
or,  as  evidence,  conclusive  between  the  same  parties,  upon 
the  same  matter  directly  in  question  (4).  Thus,  in  an  action 
of  ejectment,  where  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de- 
fendant had  before  referred  to  an  arbitrator  their  respective 
claims  to  the  property  in  question,  the  court  of  King's 
Bench  held,  that  the  party  had  by  his  agreement  concluded 
himself  from  disputing  ihe  lessor's  title  (5).  *  It  has  been 
before  observed,  that  an  award  is  not  a  bar  to  any  cause  of 

/ 

(4)  Earl  of  Samm  r.  Sir  B.  Spen-  note  (a)  Willet  Rep.  36.  See  M oeefl  ' 

cer,  t  Roii.  Abr.  679.  pi.  6.    Lit.  T.  Maoferlao,  ante,  p.  225. 
Rep.  1S7.  March.  Rep.  120.  (4)  See  ante,  p.  223 ;  and  Camp- 

(l)  Butt.  N.  R,  242.    See  ante,  belt  y.  Twemlow,  ante,  p.  70 ;  an^  • 

jp.  222.  R.  ▼.  Cotton,  ante,  p.  179. 

(S\  Com.  Dig.  ^*  Evidence,^  C.  1.        (6)  Doe  dem.  Moni?  ▼•  Rontr, 

<!ai)  Herbert  v.  Cook,  reported  in  S  East  15. 
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'  action,  which  the  one  party  hadagaiost  the  other  at  the 
time  of  the  reference,  if  it  appear  that  the  subject-matter 
^8  *  *of  the  action  was  not  inquired  inio  before  the  arbitra- 

tor (1)  (a)- 

The  certificate  of  a  vice-consul  has  been  compared  to  & 
foreign  judgment.  But  the  vice-consul  is  not,  properly 
speaking,  a  judicial  p$cer ;  nor  is  his  certificate  to  be  ad- 

(1)  Ravee  v.  Farmer,  4  T.  R.  14S.  ante,  p.  235,  6. 

(a)  Vide  anto,  236.  n.  (a).  The  rule  is  now  settled  in  the  atate  of 
New -York,  that  an  awar^  although  the  submission  were  made  a 
rule  of  court,  cannot  Jbe  impeached  at  common  law,  either  In  a  col- 
lateral action  or  an  action  on  the  award,  for  a  mistake  either  of  law 
or  fact,  and  that  it  can  only  be  avoided,  except  in  chancery,  ibr 
corruption  or  partiality  in  the  arbitrators.  Shepherd  ▼.  WtUrouSy 
3  Caines'  Rep,  166.  Jfewland  v.  Dowlas,  2  Johns.  Rep.  62. 
Barltm  v.  T(ddy  3  Johns.  Rep%  367.  Cranston  y.  Ex^rs  efKestmf^ 
9  Johns.  Rep.  212.  The  law  appears  to  be  the  same  in. Connec- 
ticut. Sulklejf  V.  Stewart^  1  Day  130.  Lewis  w.  Wildsmanj  Id. 
163.  But  it  seems  that  in  some  of  the  states  an  award  maj  be 
avoided  at  common  law,  ioi  a  palpable  or  gross  mistake. 
Morris  fy  others  v.  Ross^  2  Hen.  4*  Mun.  408.  CUary  y.  Coot  4' 
Hanks,  1  Hatfro.   225.     Sumpter  v.  Murrell,  Z  Bay  250. 

It  may  not  be  improper,  in  this  place,  to  take  notice  of  a  mis- 
take which  some  American  Editors  have  fallen  into,  respecting 
the  law  of  the  state  of  New-York  in  relation  to  awards.  The  sub- 
ject of  the  awards  of  arbitrators,  and  that  of  the  report  ofjeferees, 
have  been  confoun^d  together :  the  former  of  which  as  before  stat- 
ed, is  concldlive  ;  the^sbitrators  being  judges  of  the  parties  own 
choosing,  they  are  bound  to  abide  by  their  decision ;  but  a  reltr- 
ence  is  a  proceeding  directed  by  Ibe  court  itself  in  the  progress  of 
a  causey  by  virtue  of  a  particular  statute,  and  the  report  of  the 
referees,  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  the  place  of  which  it  is  intend- 
ed to  supply,  is  subject  to  the  revision  and  control  of  the  ceurtp 
dnd  may  be  set  aside  either  for  irregularity  or  on  the  merits.  A 
,  cause  referred,  but  not  according  to  tbe  provisions  of  the  statute, 

is  r^arded  in  the  same  light  as  a  submission  to  arbitration. 
MitUr  V.  Fatighan^  1  Johns*  Aqv.  315.  .  Steves^son  t*  Beecker^ 
Id.  492. 
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mined  as  evidence  of  the  fact  there  stated.  la  the  case  ot 
Waldron  v.  Coombe  (2),  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  de- 
termined, that  the  certificate  of  a  British  vice-consul  in  a 
foreign  country  could  not  be  received  here  as  evidence  of 
the  amount  of  a  sale,  although  by  the*law  of  that  country 
he  was  constituted  general  agent  for  all  absent  owners  of 
goods,  and  was  authorized  and  opiiipeiled  to  make  the  salcf 
in  question  (6). 

(2)  3  Taunt.  162. 


CHAP.  V. 
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» 
# 

Records  are,  for  security,  preserved  m  public  reposito^ 
ries,  and,  as  they  cannot  be- removed  from  place  to  place 
to  serve-a  private  purpos^  examined  copies  are  admitt^  ' 
as  the  best  producible  evidence  (3).         »         -  r  / 

The  printed  statute-books  have  been  at  all  tifnes  admit-  AcUof  pair 
ted  as  evidence  of  public  acts  of  pariiament;     And  by  the  *  ^ 

statute  41  G.  3.  c.  90.  s.  9.,  made  for  the  better  and  more 
eftectual  proof  of  the  statute  law,  it  is  enacted,  that  copies 
of  the  statutes  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  prior  to  the 
Union,  printed  by  the  printer  duly  authorized,  shall  be  re* 
ceived  as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  several  statutes  in  the 
courts  of  either  kingdom. 

-  -  *A  different  rule  has  been  adopted  with  respect  to  pri-  « 1I3;} 

rate  acts  of  parliament  (a)«    The  regular  proof  of  these  is 

(3)LeightoQ  v.  Leightoo,  1  Str.  810. 

(b)  Vide  post,  301.  n. 

(a)  Vide  Proprietors  of  Kennebeck  Purchase  v.  Ca//,  1  Ma^. 
Rep.  483.  In  Duncan  v.  Duboys^  3  Johns.  Cas.  125.  the  general 
riile  is  admitted,  but  the  court  refused  <to  grant  a  new  trial  00  the 
ground  that  Uie  printed  book  was  admitted  in  evidence,  It  beiti| 

3  a" 
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by  an  examined  cepy,  cempared  with  the  original  in  the 
Parliament-office  at  Westminster.  But  to  prevent  the  in- 
convenience of  such  a  strict  proofs  a.  special  clause  is  now 
usually  inserted,  providing  that  the  act  shall  be  deeiped 

■  ■  II     1  ■  I  A  m^^tm'^mm    m,  ■■  i  ■       ■        ,— —^A—^—^— —————— ^f 

vhown  that  the  printed  book  was  correct,  by  producing  so  exem- 
plification of  the  privaXe  act.  The  court'  say,  '*  Perhaps  tbe  rea- 
8O0  why  the  printed  statute  book  is  excluded,  that  the  statutes  are 
not  considered  as  already  lodged  in  the  minds  of  the  people,  does 
not  apply  to  tbe  case  9f  a  pHvate  statute  given  in  evidence  by  the 
opposite  party,  against  tbe  party  for  whose  benefit  the  act  was 
passed  ;  for  it  cannot  then  be  intended  lis  not  lodged  in  bis  miqdr 
and  so  caiAiot  operate  as  a  surprise  upon  him.  This  exception 
applies  the  (nore  strongly  in  tbe  present  case,  becaute  the  private 
act  admitted  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  had  been  published  In  a  vo^- 
luqae,  certified  to  have  been  collated  and  compared  with  the  ori- 
ginal /oils."  Tfie  legislature  of  New^York  had  since  declared, 
that  private  acts  printed  by  tbe  Printer  of  the  state  may  be  read  in 
evidence  in  all  cases  from  the  printed  statute  book.  Sess.  36.  e* 
56.  8.  32.  1  R.  L.  527.  And  in  Pennsylvania  tbe  same  rule  ises- 
tablisbed  by  a  dechvion  of  thc^  Suprelne  Court.  ,  Biddi$  v.  Jamei, 
6Binney  331.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  in- 
timated the  same  opiuion.  4  Cranch  388.  The  act  of  Congresa 
of  May  26,  1790,  s.  1.  1  L.  U.  S.  i  15.  has  provicied  that  the  acts  of 
the  legislatures  of  the  several  states  should  be  authenticated  by 
having  the  seal  of  their  respective  states  affixed  thereto.  The  act 
of  Congress  does  not  require  tbe  attestation  of  any  public  officer  in 
this  case, .  although  in  all  the  cases  afterwards  provided  for,  [In  tbe 
same  section  in  relatiou  to  the  authentication  of  records,]  such  an 
attestation  is  required.  There  is  a  good  reasen  for  the  distinction. 
Tbe  seal  is  in-  itself  the  highest  test  of  authenticity ;  and  leaving 
tbe  evidence  upon  tliat  sTlone,  precludes  all  controversy,  as  lo  the 
officer  entitled  to  affix  the  seal,  which  is  a  regulation  very  differ- 
ent in  the  different  states.  By  the  court,  (Washington, J.  &  Peters, 
'  J.)  in  the  United  States  v.  Jokm,  4  Doll.  416.  It  was  held,  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  in  1789,  that  a  public  sta> 
tute  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  printed  by  the  law  Printers  of  the 
state,  was  sufficiently  authenticated,  so  as  to  be  at  least  prima  facie 
evidence.  Thompson  v.  J^usser^  1  DalL  458*.  Ace.  Poindex- 
ter's  ExW$  v.  Barker^  2  Hayw.  173. 
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public;  in  which  case,  the  copy   printed  by   the  fcihg^s 
printer  will  be  sufficient  evidence  of  its  conteiUs  (I). 

Copies  of  records  in  courts  of  justice  are  of  two  kinds;  Records  of 
under  seal,  and  not  under  seal.  Those  under  seal  are  copies'of. 
called  Exemplifications,  and  are  of  higher  credit,  than  any 
sworn  copy  ;  for  **  the  courts  of  justice,  that  put  their  seal 
to  the  copy,  are  supposed  more  capable  than  a  common 
person  to  examine,  and  more  exact  and  Critical  in  their  ex- 
amination (2)."  These  exemplifications  are  of  two  l^Kls ; 
under  the  great  seal  in  Chancery,  or  under  the  seal  of  some 
other  court  (3). 

1,  The  practice  is  not  to  exemplify  a  record  under  the 
great  seal,  unless  it  be  either  a  record  of  the  court  of  Chan- 
cery, or  be  sent  from  some  other  court  into  Chancery,  the 
centre  of  all  courts,  by  writ  of  certiorari.  But  in  either  of 
these  cases  a  copy  may  be  obtained,  under  the  attestation 
of  the  great  seat  (4), 

If  the  record  of  a  court  is  put  in  issue  by  a  proceeding 
in  the  same  court,  the  record  itself  is  inspected  by  the  judg- 
es {h).  But  when  the  record,  denied  by  the  issue,  is  in  a 
court  of  superior'  or  concurrent,  jurisdiction,  the  trial  is 
then  by  the  tenour  of  the  record,  yrhtch  may  be  obtained  by 
certiorari  and  mittimus  out  of  Chancery  (5),  a  method 
adopted  for  the  purpose  of  communicating  evidence  of  re- 
cords from  one  superior  court  to  another,  without  the  in- 
convenience *of  removing  the  originals.  If  the  record  of  *  290 
an  inferior  court  is  disputed  in  a  suit  before  a  higher  tri- 
bunal, the  certiorari  may  be  issued  out  of  a  superior  court, 
as  well  as  from  the  court  of  Chancery  (1).  And  in  pursu- 
ance of  this  writ,  where  the  superior  court  sends  for  the 
record  of  an  inferior  court,  uot  for  the  purpose  of  seeing 

1)  See  ante,  p.  290.  Pitt  ▼.  Knigbt,  1  Saond.  96.  Hewson 

(2)  Gilb.  Ev.  11,  12.  v.  Brown,  "Z  Burr.  1034. 

[3)  Gilb.  Ev.  12.  (1)  Butcber  and  Aldwortb's  case, 

[4)  3  Tost.  173.  Gilb.  Ev.  12.  Bull.  Cro.  Eliz.  821..   GuilUam  ▼.  Hardj» 
9.  P.  226,  1  Ld,  Ray.  216. 

(5)  Luitrel  v.  Lea,  Cro.  Car.  297.  • 

(a)  Vide  Burk's  Ex'rs  v.  Tregg's  Ex'r!,  2  ffdM.  216. 
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vhether  tbeir  proceedings  are  within  the  limits  of  their  ju- 
risdiction, hut  merely  to  know  whether  there  be  in  fact 
such  a  record,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  certify  thetenour  (that 
is,  a  literal  transcript)  of  the  record  (2)  (a).  But  where' 
*  the  record  itself  is  the  subject  of  the  proceedings  iathe  su* 
perior  cotirt,  the  original  ought  to  be  returned  (3). 

When  records  ^re  exemplified,  the  whole,  in  general, 
must  be  exemplified,  for  the  construction  is  to  be  taken 
fro^^  view  of  the  whole  togeUier :  and  nothing  but  re- 
cords can  be  proved  by  an  exemplification.  Private  deeds 
exemplified  und^r  the  broad  seal,  will  not  be  admitted  in 
evidence ;  for  as  the  deeds  themselves  are  in  the  custody  of 
'  the  party,  they  ought  to  be  produced,  that  the  court  may 

see,  whether  there  are  any  erasures  or  interlineations  (4). 
3.  The  second  sort  of  copies  under  seal  are  exemplifi- 
cations of  the  records  of  a  court  under  its  own  seal ;  and 
they  also  are  considered  to  be  of  higher  .credit  than  sworn 
copies.  The  seal  of  the  king,  and  of  the  public  courts  of 
justice,  and  of  all  courts  established  her^  by  act  of  parlia- 
ment, are  admired  in  evidence  without  extrinsic  prpof  of 
their  *genuinenoss  ;  as,,  for  example,  th^  seal  of  the  county 
palatine  of  Chester  (5),  or  of  the  great  sessions  of  Wales  (6), 
or  the  seal  of  the  ecclesiastical  court  on  an  excmplificatioD 
of  a  will  (7).  But  the  seals  of  private  courts,  Qr  of  a  fo- 
1 29t  *reign  colonial  court  ( 1 ),  or  of  a  corporate  body  (2),  ought 

to  be  proved  by  a  witness  acquainted  with  their  impres- 
sioii.  It  is  ^ot,  however,  necessary  to  prove  the  seal  of  a 
corporation  in  the  ^ame  manner  as  the  seal  of  an  individu- 
al, that  is,  by  producing  a  witness,  who  saw  the  seal  affixed 
to  the  identical  instrument ;  but  when  an  instrument  pur- 

(2)  Woodcraft  ▼.  Kinaston,  2  Atk.        (7)    Kempton  dem.  Boyfield  v. 
Zllm  Cross,  Rep.  temp.  Hard.  lUS. 

(3)  lb.  (1)  Henry  v.Adey,  3  East  !SJ21. 

(4)  Bull.  N.  P.  227.  (2)  Moises  v.  Thornton,  8  T.  R. 
{5)  Djer  27b\  cited  per  Cur.  ia    207. 

Olive  V.  Gtvin,  aSid.  146. 

(6)  lb.  Hardr.  118.  S5.  C.     Gilb. 
T.W.  10.  • 


(a)  Vide  Ladd  v.  sMity  4  Mass,  Rep.  402. 
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ports  to  be  under  the  seal  of  a  crvporation,  it  will  be  suffi' 
cient  to  show  that  the  seal  is  the  oflSicial  seal  of  the  corpo- 
rate body  (3). 

3.  Copies  of  records,  not  under  seal,  are  also  of  two 
kinds  ;  sworn  copies,  ajid  office  copies. 

Records  are  complete,  as  soon  as  they  are  delivered  into 
court  in  parchment,  and  there  fixed  as  the  rolls  of  the 
court.  Of  these,  a  sworn  copy  will  be  sufficient  evidence  , 
for  a  jury,  unless  the  record  itself  is  in  issife*  But  the  copy 
of  a  judgment  signed  by  the  master  is  not  evidence,  though 
vpon  such  judgment  execution  may  be  taken  out ;  for  it 
is  not  yet  become  permanent,  and  is  removable  from  (dace 
to  place  (4)« 

Copies  of  records  are  to  be  proved  as  oUier  transcripts, 
by  a  witness,  who  has  compared  the  copy,  line  for  line, 
with  the  original,  or  who  has  examined  the  copy,  while 
another  person  read  the  original  (5)  (a).  But  when  an  an^ 
cient  record  has  been  lost,  a  copy  may  be  read  without 
proving  it  a  tnie  copy.     Thus  an  unexamined  copy  of  a 

(S)  8  T.  R.  303.  la  Woodmass  y.  .show  cause  in  the  Exchequer,  1 
Mason,  1  Esp.  N.  F.  C«  53.^,  it  was  Campb.  470,  Rblf  ▼.  Dart,  2  Taunt, 
held  by  Lord  Kenjon,  that  the  seal  53.  M^Nielv.  Perchard,  1  Esp.  N. 
of  the  cit J  of  London  proves  itself.     .   P.    C.  263.,   cor.    Lord    Renjon. 

r4^  BoU.  N.  P.  228.  Gylea  v.  HiU,  1.  Campb.  4T1 .  n.  cor. 

{5)  Reid  v.  Margison,  on  a  rule  to    Ljiwrence,  #. 

_-^_^ ■     _     ■ __■ , _         ^    ^  ■  _ 

(a)  Vide  Lynde  v.  Judd^  3  Day  499.  But  oo  copy  of  that  so 
examined,  however  authenticated,  is  admitted ;  for  if  the  party 
has  the  first  copy,  and  by  oath  or  otherwise  proves  that  to  be  a  true 
copy,  then  the  second  is  useless,  and  if  only  that  is  produced,  then 
the  first  not  being  there  to  be  sworn  to,  it  does  not  appear  that  it  is 
a  true  Qopy.  Qtlberi's  Ev.  9.  Peake's  Ev.  29.  1  DaU:  65.  Al- 
though inferior  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  record,  which  is  shown 
once  to  have  existed,  may  be  admitted,  especially  in  cases  where 
the  record  is  only  inducement  to  an  action,  yet  the  inferior  evi* 
dence  must  be  above  the  degree  of  mere  parol  proof.  Peake^i.Ev. 
29,  30.  Thtmptan  \.  BuUock,  1  Bay  364.  S.  P.  2  Hawy.  76. 
.In  some  observations  in  tbe'Case  last  cited  Judge  Haywood  con- 
tests the  propriety  of  this  doctrine.  That  a  record  may  be  presum- 
^  from  length  of  poesession,  vide  ante,  1 19.  ii, 
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recovery  of  lands  in  ancient  demesne  has  been  received, 
where  the  original  was  lost,  and  where  possession  bad  gone 
for  a  long  time  according  to  the  recovery  (6).  And  similar 
proof  has  been  allowed  of  the  decree  in  the  time  of  Henry 
*  292  *the  j^ighth  for  tithe  in  London,  that  decree  having  been 

lost  (1)»  In  such  cases,  saysCh.  B.  Gilbert,  the  instrument 
must  be  according  to  the  rule  of  the  civil  law,  vetustate 
temporis  aut  judiciaria  cognitione  roboratum  (i)  (a). 

It  is  a  gen€l*al  rule,  that  a  copy,  authenticated  by  a  per- 
son appointed  for  that  purpose,  is  good  evidenoe  of  the 
contents  of  the  original,  without  any  proof  of  its  being  an 
examined  copy.  The  chirograph  of  a  fine,  for  example,  is 
evidence  of  the  fine,  the  chirographer  being  appointed  to 
give  out  copies  of  the  agreements  between  the  parties, 
which  are  entered  of  record  (3).  So  an  indorsement  by  the 
proper  officer  on  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  enrolled  ac- 
oording  to  the  form  of  the  statute  27  H.  8.  c»  1 6.,  is  evidence 
of  the  enrolment  (4).  A  rule  of  court  under  the  hand  of 
the  proper  officer  is  itself  an  original,  and  may  be  given  in 
evidence  in  a  legal  proceeding  in  that  court,  without  being 
proved  a  true  copy  (5)  (b).  So,  in  a  case  where  a  witness, 
being  about  to  leave  the  country,  had  been  examined  at  a 
judge^s  chambers,  a  copy  of  his  depositions,  delivered  out 
by  the  clerk  of  the*judge,  and  attested  by  the  clerk's  sig- 

(6)  Anofiym.  cue,  Ventr.  S57.  (3)  Gilb.  £y.  31. 

(n  Ventr.  257.  Knight  v.  Dauler,  (4)  Per  Buller,  J.  io  Kmnerdey  v. 

Hardr.  323.     Thurston  v.  Slatford,  Orpe,  1  Doug.  56. 

I  3alk.  2S4.,  per  Holt,  C.  J.  (5)  Selbj  v.  Harris,  1  Ld.  Baj. 

Gilb.  Ev.  19.  745.       . 


(a)  This  species  of  evidence  can  be  applicable  to  those  cases 
only,  where  very  ancient  records  are  lost,  for  if  a  recent«  roll  be 
lost;  and  its  contents  can  be  ascertained,  the  court  will  permit  a 
iresh  one  to  be  engrossed.  Peake^i  Ev.  40.  2  Burr,  722.  1 
Caines^  Rep,  496. 

(6)  Vide  Jackson  d.  Wood  y,  Harrow y  11  Johns.  Rep.  434. 
Where  one  party  serves  copies  of  (Affidavits  on  another,  the  origin^ 
als  of  which  are  on  file,  he  cannot  afterwards  object  to  the  copies 
being  read  in  evidence  bytbe  party  on  whom  they  were  served, 
but  they  a^e  to  be  considered  as  equivalent  to  office  copies.     Ibid. 
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nature,  was  admitted  in  evidence, .  without  proof  of  its 
being  exa'mined  aod  compared  with  the  original  deposi- 
tions (6).  But  where  the  officer  of  the  court  is  not  in- 
trusted to  make  out  ^  copy,  and  has  no  more  authority 
than  any  cominon  person,  the  copy  must  be  regularly 
proved  in  the  strict  and.  regular  mode*  Thus  the  office 
copies  of  depositions,  though  they  are  evidence  in  the  court 
of  Chancery,  where  officers  are  intrusted  for  that  purpose, 
will  not  be  admitted  in  courts  of  common  law,  without  ex- 
aminatipii  with  the  roll  (7);  So,  where  a  ine  is  to  be 
proved  with  proclamations,  as  it  must  be  to  bar  a  stranger, 
the  proclamations  ought  to  be  examined  with  the  roll; 
*for  though  the  chirbgrapher  is  authorized  to  make  out  ^93 

copies  of  the  fine  itself,  he  is  not  appointed  to  copy  the 
proclamations  (1). 

A  verdict  will  not  be  admitted  in  evidence,  .without  also  Verdicf^. 
producing  a  copy  of  the  judgment  founded  upon  it.  The 
production  of  the  postea  alone  is  not  sufficient ;  for  it  may 
happen  that  the  judgment  yras,  arrested,  or  a  new  trial 
granted  (2)  (a).  But  this  rule  will  not  apply  to  the  case  qf 
a  verdict  on  an  issue  directed  out  of  Chancery,  as  it  is  not 
usual  to  enter  up  judgment  in  such  a  case ;  and  here^ 
therefore,  the  decree  of  the  court  must  be  shown,  which 
will  be  a  sufficient  proof,. that  the  verdict  was  satisfactory, 
and  stands  in  force  (3«)     And  though  the  nisi  prius  records 

(6)  Duncan  y.  Scott,  1  Campb.  (2)  Bull.  N.  P.  334.  Fisher  t. 
101.  Kitcbingbam,  V^illes'  Rep.  367. 

(7)  Gilb.  Ev.  21 .  (3)  Montgomerle  v.  Clarke,  at  the 
h)  Gilb.  Ev.  21.     Allen's  case,    Delegates,  1745,  Bull.  N.  P.  234. 

Bull.  N.  P.  229.    3  Taunt  166. 

(a)  ,Vide  Ridgely  ^  another  v.  Spenser^  2  Binney  70.  A  Verdict 
in  an  action  before  a  justice  of  the  pe^ice  is  evidence  without  prO' 
ducing  the  judgment ;  for  the  justice  is  bound  to  give  judgment  ou 
the  verdict,  and  can  neither  arrest  it,  or  grant  a  new  trial.  Fel- 
terv,  Mvllitter,  2  Johns.  Rep.  181.  A  verdict  in  a  former  eject- 
ment IS  evicT^Dce  against  the  defendant,  although  no  judgment  has 
been  entered,  if  be  has  acquiesced  in  ft,  hy  paying  the  costs  and 
delivering  the  possession.     Shaeffer  v.  Kreitzer^  6  Binney  430. 
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with  the  postea  indorsed,  is  not  evidence  of  tfae^erditt,  it  *  . 
is  good  and  proper  evidence  that  the  cause  canie  on  {o  be 
tried  (4)  (fr).  In  the  case,  just  cited,  of  Fisher  v.  Kitching- 
man,  Willes,  C.  J",  doubted  whether  the  associate  was*  the  * 
•  proper  person  to  produce  the  postea  in  evidenlbe ;  becaqse, 
bj  several  rules  of  court,  it  ought  to  be  returned  into  court 
to  the  proper  officer  within  the  four  first  days 'of  the  next 
term  \  but,  on  the  prothonotaries  informing  the  Court,  that 
scarcely  one  postea  in  a  hundred  was  so  returned,  he  was 
of  opinion,  that  this  objection  was  not  of  sufficient  weight 
to  set  aside  the  verdict. 

Writs.  When  a  writ  is  only  inducement  to  the  action,  the  fact 

of  taking  out  the  writ  may  be  proved  without  a  copy,  be- 
cause possibly  the  writ  flight  not  have  been  returned,  iand 
then  it  is  not  a  record.  But  where  the  writ  itself  is  the 
gist  of  the  action,  there  ought  to  be  a  copy  from  the  re- 
cord, as  the  best  proof  of  which  &e  nature  of  the  case  i$ 
capable  (6)  (c),  •  . 

*  394  *If  an  action  of  trespass,  for  taking  goods  in  execution,  is 

(4)  Pitton  Y.  Walter,  1  Str.  161.,        (5)  Gilb.  £▼.  34.    BuH.  N.  P.  234. 
cor.  Pratt,  C.  J.  Fisher  v.  Kitching-v 
ham,  Willes^  Hep.  368. 


(6)  Where  a  verdict  is  recovered  against  a  sheriff  for  the  escape 
of  a  prisoner  w|^o  had  given  security  for  the  liberties  of  the  gaol, 
in  an  action  by  the  sheriff  on  the  bond,  the  postea  without  the 
Judgment  is  evidence  to  prove  the  recovery  and  actual  damages, 
at  least,  if  not  the  escape.  Kip  v.  Brigham^  T  Johns.  Rep,  168. 
So,  in  covenant  for  a  breach  of  the  covenant  against  incumbrances, 
the  postea  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  against  the  grantee 
by  a  mortgagee,  on  a  prior  mortgage  of  the  same  land  by  the 
grantor,  is  evidence  of  the  ejectment  suit,  and  of  the  fact  of  a 
verdict  in  the  cause.     Waldo  v.  Long^  7  Johns.  Rep,  173. 

(c)  Vide  Jenner  y,  Joltffe,  6  Johns,  Rep,  9.  Bnish  v.  Taggart, 
7  Johns.  Rep.  19.  Foster  v.  Trtdl,  13  Johns.  Rep,  456.  H&s- 
brouek  v.  Baker ^  \0  Johns.  Rep.  248.  That  the  confession  of  the 
opposite  party  will  not  supersede  the  necessity  of  producing  a  copy^ 
vide  Jefinerv.  Joljffe^  and  Hmhrowk  v.  Baker ^  vbi,  sup. 
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brought  by  the  party  against  whom  the  writ  of  fieri  facias 
issued,  it  will  be  sufficieat  for  the  officer  to  give  the  writ 
in  evidence,  without  showing  a  copy  of  the  judgment  (a). 
But  if  the.plainliff  is  not  the  party  against  whom  the  writ 
issued,  and  claims  the  goods  by  a  prior  execution  or  sale^ 
the  officer,  in  order  to  prove  the  sale  or  the  execution 
fraudulent,  must  produce  not  only  the  writ,  but  also  a  copy 

.  of  the  judgment  (6),  In  the'  first  case,  he  will  justify  him-  ' 
self,  by  proving  that  he  took  the  §oods  in  obedidnce  to  a 
writ  issued  against  the  plaintiff ;  but,  in  the  other  case,  the 
goods  do  not  prima  facie  belong  to  the  party  against  whom 
th'e  writ  issued,  and  therefore  the  officer  is  not  justified  by 
the  writ  in  taking  them,  unless  he  can  bring  the  case  with- 
in the  statute   13  Eliz.  c.  5.  (against  fraudulent  alien- 

•  ations,  Sic.)  for  which  purpose  it  will  be  necessary  to 
show  a  judgment  ( 1 ). 

The  return  of  the  sheriff  upon  a  writ,  which  has  been 
duly  returned  and  filed,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  fact 
there  stated,  when  that  fact  comes  incidentally  into  ques- 
tion. If  the  sheriff  return  a  rescue,  the  court  above,  to 
which  the  return  was  made,  would  give  it  such  credit,  a^ 
to  issue  an  attachment  in  the  first  instance  ;  though,  upon 
an  indictment  for  a  rescue;  the  defendant  might  show,  that 
\fae  return  was  false  (2).  Alid  so,  in  an  action  for  mali- 
ciously suing  out  an  alias  fieri  fi^cias,  after  a  sufficient  exe- 
cution  under  the  first  fieri  facias,  the  Court  of  King's 

(1)  Lake  t.  Billere,  1  Ld.  Ray.    ,    (3)  R.v.  Elkms,  4  Burr.  2129. 
73^3.     Martin  y.  Podger,  2  Black. 
Rep.  70J. 


.mkm 


(o)  Vide  Holmes  v.  JS'uncaster^  12  John$,  Rep.  396.  In  tres- 
pass or  trover  by  an  officer  who  has  4akeD  goods  inrexecution^ 
against  a  stranger,  the  execution,  without  the  judgment,  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  possession.  Barker  ^  Knapp  r. 
Miller,  6  Johns.  Rep.  1 96.     BUukUy  v.  Sheldon,  1  Johns.  Rip.  32. 

(a)  Vide  post,  296.  n.  High  v.  Wxhon,  2  J^dkna.  Rep.  46, 
Wils(m  *  Gihhs  v.  Cfmine,  Id.  280.  HargH  t.  Blackshear,  TayL 
107. 
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Bench  held,  that  the  sherifPs  return  annexed  to  the  writs^ 
(in  which  he  stated,  that  he  had  forborne  to  sell  under  the 
first,  and  had  sold  un^er  the  second  writ,  by  the  request, 
and  with  the  conspot  of  the  plaintiff,)  had  been  properly 
admitted  at  the  trial  as  evidence  of  that  fact,  in  support  of 
a  plea  of  license  pleaded  by  the  defendant ;  for,  as  the 
Court  said,  faith  ought  to  be  given  to  the  official  act  of 
*a  public  officer,  tike  the  sheriff,  even  where  third  persons 
are  concerned  ( 1 )  (a).  * 

It  is  enacted  by  statute  J  4  G.  2.  c.  20.^  s.  4«,  (made  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  purchasers  in  cases  where  reco- 
veries have  not  been  entered  oh  record,)  that  where  any 
person  has  purchased  any  estate,  whereof  a  recovery  tvas^ 
necessary  to  be  suffered  in  order  to  complete  the  title,  such 
person  and  all  claiming  under  him,  having  been  in  posses- 
sion of  the  purchased  estate  from  the  time  of  the  purchase^ 
may,  after  the  end.of  twenty  years,  produce  in  evidence  the 
deed  making  a  tenant  to  the  writ  of  entry,  or  other  writ  for 
suffering  a  common  recovery  and  declaring  the  uses,  and' 
the  deed  so  produced,  (execution  thereof  being  duly  prov- 
ed,)  shall  in  all  courts  be  deemed  good  and  sufficient  evi- 
dence for  the  purchaser,  and  all  claiming  under  him,  that 
the  recovery  was  duly  suffered  and  perfected  according  to 
the  purport  of  the  cleed,  in  dfeise  the  record  of  recovery' 
cannot  be' found,  or  should  not  appear  to  be  regularly  en- 
tered. 

A  decree  in  tlie  c6urt  of  Chancery  may  be  proved  by  an 
exemplification  under  the  seal  of  the  court  (6)  j  or,  by  a 

r  (I)  Gjfford  V.  Woodgate,  11  East  297. 

*"  '       '  ■    ■  '  ^7 I.I  .1        I.  .1  ■        »■ 

(a)  Although  in  an  actipn  for  a  false  return,  the  plaintiff  may. 
falsify  it  by  evidence  ;  yet  the  officer  making  a'  return,  which  is, 
on  the  return  and  filing  of  the  writ,  a  matter  of  record,  cannot  be 
admitted  Ao  contradict  his  own  return.  Gardner  v.  Hosmer,  6 
Johns,  Rep,  325.  Purrington  v.  Loringy  7  Mass.  Rep,  388. 
.  {hi)  An  exemplification  under  the  seal  of  the  court  of  Chancery, 
of  a  decretal  order  awarding  execution  on  a  prior  decree,  and  re> 
citing  the  substance  of  a  decree  of  the  court  for  the  trial  of  im- 
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sworn  copy ;  or,  by  a  decretal  order  in  paper,  with  proof 
of  the  bill  and  answer  (2).  But  it  has  been  held,  that  the 
bill  and  answer  need  not  be  proved,  jf  they  are  recited  in 
the  decretal  order  (3).  And  it  is  said  in  a  bt>ok  of  autho- 
rity (4),  "  that,  if  a  party  wants  to  avail  himself  of  the  de- 
cree only,  and  not  of  the  answer,  the  deGree,^under  the  seal 
of  the  court  and  enrolled,  may  be  given  in  evidence,  with- 
out producing  the  bill  and  answer,  and  the  opposite  party 
will  be  at  liberty  to  show,  that  the  point  in  issue  was  not  the 
same  as  the  present  issue."  However,  -the  rule,  generally 
laid  down,  seems  to  be,  that,  where  a  party  intends  to  avail  * 
*himself  of  the  contents  of  a  decree,  and  not  merely  to  prove  ^  29S 

an  extrinsic  collateral  fact,  (as,  that  a  decree  wag  made  by 
the  court,)  he  ought  regularly  to  give  in  evidence  the  pro- 
ceedings upon  which  the  decree  is  founded.  ^'  The  whole 
record,"  sjiys  Ch,  B.  Comyns,  "  which  concerns  the  matter 
in  question,  ought  to  be  produced  (I)."  So,  "  a  sentence 
in  the  admiralty  court,  may  be  evidence,  upon  the  libel  and 
answer  produced;  and  a  judgment  in  a  court  baron,  or 
other  inferior  court,  with  proof  of  the  proceedings  in  which 
the  judgment  was  given  (2)."  If,  indeed,  the  fact  to  be 
shown  were  merely,  that  a  decl*ee  has  been  made  in  the 
court  of  Chancery,  or  that  a  decree,  made  there,  has  been 

« 

Q£)  Trowel  v.  Castle,  1  Keb.  l\,  Thanetv.  Pattenoo,  K.  B.  East  IS 

Com-  Dig.  Ev.  (C.  1.)  p.  94.  G.  2. 

(3)  Per  Trevor,  C.  J.  in  Wheeler        (!)  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Evid.     (A.  4.) 
V.  Lowth,  cited  Com.  Dig.  ib.  1  p.  85: 

Keb.  21.  contra.  (2)  Com-^Dig.ib.  (C.  1.)  p.  W; 

(4)  Ball,  N.  P.  235.  citing  Ld. 


peachments  and  the  correction  of  errors,  which  affirmed  the  prior 
decree  ^ f  the  court  of  Chancery,  and  ordered  it-  to  be  carried  jnto 
execution,  was  held  inadmissible  evidence,  and  that  it  was  requi* 
site  to  have  produced  [an  exemplification  of]  the  original  decree, 
which  was  the  basis  of  the  execution  ;  and  that  the  execution  w^s 
inadmissible,  as  a  justification  to  a  vendee  in  a  sale  under  it  withr 
out  producing  the  decree  warranting  it.  Wilton  4r  Gibks  v.  Conwe^ 
%  Johm.  Rep,  2ea 
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reversed  on  appeal,  proof  of  the  previous  proceedings  will 
not  be  necessary  (3). 

An  answer  cannot  be  regularly  given  in  evidence  with- 
out proof  of  the  bill ;  for  without  the  bill  there  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  a  cause  depending.  But  if  there  be  proof  by  the 
proper  officer,  t|)at  the  bill  has  been  searched  for  in  the 
office  and  cannot  b<5  found,  the  answer  has  been  allowed 
to  be  read  without  a  sight  of  the  bill  (4}«  As  the  defence 
in  Chancery  is  upon  oath,  it  will  be  presumed  nn  ordinary 
cases,  that  the  answer  was  sworn  to  by  the  defendant.  And 
*  when  an  answer  is  offered  in  evidence  as  an  admission 
of  the  party  upon  oath,  it  will  be  sufficiently  proved  by  an 
examined  copy  ;  nor  will  it  be  necessary  to  show,  that  there 
lias  been  any  decree  in  the  suit  (5).  But  stricter  proof  i^ 
required  on  a  prosecution  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer.  Some  evidence 
of  the  administration  of  the  oath  will  there  be  required ;  as, 
that  a  person,  calling  himself  by  the  defe^ndant^s  name,  was 
sw^orn,  and  that  the  signature  on  the  answer  (which  must 
be  produced)  is  his  hand-writing  ;  or,  that  the  answer  is 
signed  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  jurat,  purporting  to 

^  297  *ha  ve  been  sworn  before  a  master,  is  attested  by  the  master^s 

hand-writing  ( I ).     This  strictness  of  proof  is  requiredi  not 

only  in  criminal  proceedings,  as  on  a  trial  for  perjury,  biit 

.  also  in  actions  which  are  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  pro- 

ceeding,  as  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution  (2). 

X)epositioo3.  .  With  regard  to  depositipns,  the  general  rtile  is  that  they 
are  not  to  be  admitted  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  bill 
and  answer  (3) ;  for,  if  there  do  not  appear  to  be  a  cause 
depending,  the  depositions  are  considered  to  be  mere  volun- 

(3)  See  Jones  y.  Randall,  Cowp.  Bud6.  91.     IlliDg:worth  v.  Lei^h,  4 

17.  Gwill.  1619.     AtUie  trialtfthe  la^ 

'  (4)  Gilb.  Ev.  49.  cited  case,  Mr.  Just.  Heath  refosed 

(5)  LadY  Dartmouth  ▼.  Roberts,  to  admit  depositions    in    evidence, 

IQ  i2:isi  3:4.  because  tlie  btll  and  answer  had  not 

(1)  R.  V.  Mcrrif,  2  Burr.  1189.  been  duly  prbved,  nor  inquired  after. 
R  V.  Hanson.  2  Csiiupb.  5U0.  But  it  is  said  by  the  reporter,  that 

(2)  16  Kust  .140  the   rejection  of  this  evidence  was 

(3)  ^.liib    Kv.   56.     Bull.   N.   P.  one  of  the  grounds    upon  which  a 
240.     Ni'^htiiigple   v.    Devisme,    5  new  trial  was  afterwards  g^ranted. 
burr.  2J1/4.  adhn.     Baker  v.  Sweet, 
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tary  afSdavits  ;  and  the  bill  and  answer  ought  to  be  pro- 
duced, in  order  to  show  who  were  the  parties  to  the  voSfb^ 
and  what  the  points  in  issue,  as  depositions  are  evidence 
only  upon  the  same  points,  and  between  the  same  parties, 
or  those  who  claim  under  the  parties.'  But  if  the  defendant 
is  in  contempt,  or  has  had  an  opportunity  of  cross-examine 
ing,  which  he  chose  to  forego,  the  depositions  may  then  be 
*read,  after  proving  the.-  bill,  although  no  answer  has  been 
put  in.(4). 

As  the  practice  formerly  was  not  to  enrol  the  bill  and 
answer,  ancient  depositions  may  be  given  in  evidence  with- 
out them  (5)*  And  where  the  court  of  Chancery,  on  direct- 
ing a  trial  at  law,  make3  an  order  that  the  depositions  of 
a  witness  shall  be  read,  the  proof  of  the  bill  and  answer 
will  be  dispensed  with^  This  order  is  never  made  for  the 
purpose  of  making  that  admissible  in  evidence,  which  is 
not  strictly  admissible  in  courts  of  common  law  (6) ;  and 
the  depositions  cannot  be  admitted,  even  under  the  order, 
unless  it  be  satisfactorily  proved  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  that 
^the  witnesses  are  unable  to  attend  in  person.     If  deposi-  *  298 

tions  were  offered  ip  evidence  without  such  an  order,  the 
whole  record,  bill,  answer,  &c*  must.be  regularly  proved , 
but  when  there  is  an  order  for  reading  depositions,  the 
court  of  law  will  read  them,  without  going  through 'the  re- 
gular and  strict  bourse,  which  is  generally  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  making  them  evidence  (I). 

The  proof  of  depositions  is  by  an  examined  copy.  Of- 
fige  copies  are  evidence  in  the  court  of  Chancery,  but  not 
in  courts  of  common  law,  for  a  reason  before  mentioned  (2)« 

Judgments  in  the  House  of  Lords  aifenot  formally  drawn  Judgment  io 
up,  but  flainutes  only. are  entered  on  the  journals.     The  ^^^^ 
minutes  of  a  judgment  are  the  judgment  itself ;  and  they 
may  be  proved  by  an  examined  copy  (3). 


(4)  CazenoYe  and  another  v.  (1)  Palmer  y.  Ld.  Aylesbury,  15 
Vaughan,  1  Maide  k  Selw.  p.  4.  Ves.  jon.  176.  Corbett  v.  Corbett, 
3ee  ante,  p.  97S.  1  Ves.  &  Beam.  340. 

[5)  Gilb.  £y.  5B.  (2)  See  ante,  p.  292. 
))  See  ante,  p.  VffS*                         (9)  Jones  v.  itandaU,  Coirp.  Vt* 
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lyhen  the  judgment  of  a  court  baron,  or  of  any  other 
court  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  is  offered  in  evidence,  the  pro- 
ceedings on  which  it  is  founded  ought  to  be  shown  (4) ;  but 
as  the  record  is  not  usually  made  up  in  form,  the  minutes 
of  their  proceedings  will  be  admitted  (5),  if  they  are  per- 
fect, and  omit  nothing  material* 

Testaments  are  proved  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  either 
in  common  form,  or  in  form  of  law*  The  first  mode  of 
proof  is,  where  the  excqutor  presents  the  will  before  the 
judge,  without  citing  the  parties  interested,  and  deposes 
that  it  is  the  true  and  last  will  of  the  te3tator ;  upon  which, 
the  judge  allows  the  will.  The  proof  in  form  of  law  is, 
when  the  will  is  exhibited  before  the  judge  in  presence  of 
&e  parties  interested,  and  after  a  full  exmination  is  finally 
allowed  (6).  If  the  will  be  proved  in  common  form,  it  may 
*^be  disputed  (d)  at  any  time  within  thirty  years ;  but  if  it 
be  proved  in  tht;  more  formal  mode,  and  there  be  no  pro- 
ceedings within  the  time  limited  for  appeals,  the  will  canr 
■ot  afterwards  be  disputed  (r).  After  proof  of  the  will, 
the  original  is  deposited  in  the  registry  of  the  ordinary  or 
metropolitan,  and  a  copy  in  parchment  is  made  out  under 
his  seal,  and  delivered  to  the  executor,  together  with  a  cer- 
tificate of  its  having  been  proved  before  him,  which  copy 
and  certificate  are  the  probate. 

It  is  not  the  practice  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts  to  grant 
a  second  probate  if  the  first  should  be  lost,  but  only  to 
grant  an  exemplification  from  the  record  of  the  court,  and 
this  exemplification  will  be  evidence  of  the  proof  of  the 
will  (2).  And  an  examined  copy  of  the  probate  is  evidence 
of  the  person  there  named  being  executor,  as*  the  probate 
is  an  original  taken  by  authoritj^,  and  of  a  public  nar 


(4)  See  ante,  p.  296. 

(5)  Fisher  v.  Lane,  2  Black.  Rep. 
834.  Pep  Holt,  C«  J.  inll.  ▼.  HaioB, 
Oomberb.  337. 


^6)  3  Bac.  Ab.  40.  tit.  Ezecntor. 
n  3Bac.  Ab.  40.  tit.  £xecator. 
(Z)  Shepherd  ▼.  Shortbouse,  1. 
Str.  412.     Bull.  N.  P.  246. 


(a)  Vide  Tayl.  94.  Haniz  v.  Hully  2  Binney  511 
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ture  (3) ;  but  a  copy  of  the  witl  would  not  be  evidence  of 
that  &ct(4). 

The  probate  of  a  will,  devising  real  property,  is  not  evi- 
dence of  the  contents,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  even  to 
prove  a  relationship ;  for  where  the  original  is  in  being,  the 
co]jy  is  not  admissible  ;  and,  besides,  the  seal  of  the  court 
does  not  prove  it  a  true  copy,  unless  the  suit  relate  only  to 
•  personal  property  (6).  But  the  ledger-book,  says  Mr.  Just. 
Bull?r,  is  evidence  in  such  a  case,  because  this  is  not  con- 
sidered merely  as  a'copy,  but  is  a  roll  of  the  court ;  and 
though  the  law  does  not  allow  these  rolls  to  prove  a  devise 
of  lands,  yet  when  the  will  is  only  to  prove  relationship, 
the  rolls  of  the  spiritual  court,  which  has  authority  to'  enrol 
wills,  are  sufficient  proof  of  such  testament.  And,,  under  . 
particular  circumstances,  the  ledger-took  may  be  evidence* 
even  in  a  devise  of  a  real  estate ;  as  where,  in  an  avowry 
*for  a  rent-charge,  the  avowant  could  not  produce  the  will  *  300 

tinder  which  he  claimed,  that  belonging  to  the  devisee  of 
the  land,  the  ordinary's  register  of  the  will,  and  proof  of 
former  payments,  were  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence 
against  the  plaintiff,  who  was  devisee  of  the  land  charged. 
However,  in  such  a  case,  notice  ought  to  be  giv^n  to  the 
other  party  to  produce  the  wiJK  It  has  been  often  held, 
^at  a  copy  of  the  ledger-book  is  not  evidence ,  yet,  since 
die  original  Would  be  read  as  a  roll  of  the  court  without 
further  attestation,  it  seems  fit,  says  Mr.  Justice  BuUer, 
that  the  copy  should  also  be  read.  The  contrary  practice, 
he  adds,  has  been  founded  upon  the  mistaken  supposition, 
that  the  ledger-book  is  read  as  a  copy,  when  in  fact  it  is 
read  as  a  roll  of  the  court  (1). 

To  prove  that  the  probate  of  a  will  has  been  revoked,  an 
entry  of  the  revocation  in  a  book  of  the  prerogative  court, 
in  which  all  causes  were  entered  by  the  register,  and  which 
was  kept  as  the  only  record  of  such  proceedings  and  of 

(3)  Hoe  ▼.  Neltborp,  3  Salk.  154 ;  (4)  Bull.  N.  P.  246. 

1  Ld.  Raym.  164.  S.  C.     Per  Holt,  (5)  lb. 

C.J.  k  R.  ▼.  Hajnes,  Skin.  584.  (I)  Bull  N<  P.  246, 
■?ee  aQte,  p.  245. 
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the  decree  of  the  court,  has  been  admitted  to  be  gooc}* 

evidence  (2). 

Administration  is  generally  granted  by  writing  undef 
seal.  It  may  also  be  granted  by  entry  in  the  registry  with- 
out letters  under  seal  (3).     The  ecclesiastical  court  never 

•  •  •  ,1 

grants  an  exemplification  of  letters  of  administration,  but 
only  a  certificate,  that  administration  was  granted  -,  there- 
fore, when  a  lessee  pleads  ^n  assigoment  of  a  term  from  ai^ 
administrator,  suph  certificate  i^  good  evidence  (4).  *  And 
llie  joriginal  book  of  acts,  directing  lettersof  administration 
to  begranted,  with  the  suriyogate^s  fiat  for  the  same,  is  evi- 
dence of  the  title  of  the  party,  to  whom  administration  of 
the  intestate's  effects.is  granted,  without  producing  the  let- 
ters of  administration  themselves,  (ootwithBtanding  subse* 
quent  letters  of  administration  granted  to  another,)  if  the* 
*first  are  not  recalled  ^  for,  the  original  book  was  the  au- 
thority for  the  proper  officer  to  make  out  letters  of  admi- 
nistration, and  the  letters  of  administration  were  only  the 
copy  of  the  original  nanutes  of  the  court,  drawn  up^  in  a 
more  formal  manner  (l).  So  an  examined  copy  of  the  actr 
book,  stating  that  administration  was  granted  to  the  defend- 
ant at  such  a  time,  is  proof  of  bis  being  administrator  ia 
an  action  against  him,  without  giving  him  notice  to  pro:; 
duce  the  letters  of  administration  (2),  ^ 

In  an  action  upon  the  judgment  of  a  coiurt  of  a  fereigA 
country,  the  sentence  must  be  proved  by  proving  the  hand-* 
writing  of  the  judge  of  the  court,  who  subscribed  it,  and 
the  authenticity  of  the  seal  affixed.  Thus,  in  a  late  case  (3), 
the  plaintiff,  who  sued  here  on  d*  judgment  obtained  in  the 
island  of  Grenada,  was  nonsuited,  because,  he  could  not 
prove  the  seal  affixed  to  be  the  seal  of  the  island.  And  on 
a  motion  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit^  the  court  said,  they  could 
not  take  official  notice,  that  the  seal  affiixed  was  the  seal  of 


(2)  Ram8bottoin^s>  case,  1  I^each        (1)  Eldeo  t.  Keddell,  8  Cast  187, 

Cr.C.  90,  D.  (c).  16  CaBt  9U9.     Garrett  v.  Lbter,  1 

f3^  Vin«  Ab.  Executor,  D.  p.  70.  Lev.  23^    BuIL  iN.  P.  246. 

(4)    KemptoD  dem.    BojQeld   v.        (2)  Davis  v.  WUiiams,  13  East 

Cross.    Rep.  temp.  Uaid.  lOtt.  Bull.  232.  Raj  v.  C]ark,  ib.  2^.  n.  (a). 
N.P*246.  (3)Ueoiyy.  Ad9X,3£ait221. 


€h,  5.]  ofUl  judicial  Proceedings*  301 

the  island,  which  was  necessary  to  be  shown,  in  order  td 
prove  the  judgment,  which  it  purported  to  authenticate ; 
and  that  proving  the  judge's  hand- writing  could  notadvancei 
the  proof  of  the  seal,  unless  by  considering  him  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  witness  to  it,  which  was  not  pretended  (a). 

(a)  Ace.  Deiqfield  v.  Hand,  3  Johns.  Rep.  310.  It  is  said  by 
Marshall,  Ch.  J.,  2  Cranch  238.,  that  foreign  judgments  are  au- 
thenticated, 1.  By  an  exemplification  under  the  great  seal.  2.  Bj^ 
a  copy  proved  to  be  a  true  copy.  3.  By  the  certificate  of  an  offi-^ 
cer  authorized  by  latv,  which  certificate  must  itself  be  properly 
authenticated.  These  are  the  usual,  and  appear  to  be  the  most 
proper,  if  not  the  only  modes  of  verifying  foreign  judgments.  If 
ihey  be  all  beyond  the  reach  of  the  party ^  other  testimony,  inieri<ff 
in  its  nature,  might  be  received. 

On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  newly  dis- 
covered evidence,  .the  testimony  to  be  intiT>duced  was  a  copy 
of  proceedings  and  condemnation  at  Para,  which  had  been 
transmitted  to  Lisbon,  from  whence  the  copy  was  obtained,  and 
purported  •  to  come  through  the  secretary  of  state  for  foreign 
affairs  of  the  kingdom  of  Portugal.  Thompson,  J.  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court  says  : — ''  If  it  be,  as  has  been  contend- 
ed, a  regulation  of  the  government  of  Portugal,  that  all  judgments 
and  decrees  rendered  at  Para,  are  transmuted  to  Lisbon  and  re- 
gistered in  the  department  of  state  ;  that  regulation  should  have 
been  shown  in  some  authentic  way,  and  the  document  in  question 
would  then  appear  to  come  through  the  proper  channel,  and  if 
duly  authenticated,  might  be  competent  prima  facie  evidence  of 
what  it  contains.  But  nothing  appears  to  show  that  such  is  the 
regulation  of  the  mother  country  with  her  colony.  This  document 
cannot  be  considered  an  exemplification  of  a  judgment.  TfuU 
should  be  under  the  great  seal ;  this  is  only  under  the  seal  of  arms 
of  the  secretary  of  state :  neither  is  it  a  sworn  copy  of  the  original, 
and  it  cannot  be  received  as  an  office  copy,  it  not  appearing  that 
the  secretary  of  state  has  officially  the  custody  of  records  .of  thi* 
description.  The  translation  of  this  document  from  the  Portuguese 
into  the  English  language,  ought  to  have  been  made  on  oath ;  in- 
terpreters are  always  sworn.  The  translation  of  a  consul,  not  on 
oath,  can  have  no  greater  validity,  than  that  of  any  other  respecta- 
ble man."     Vandervoort  i\another  v.  Smith,  2  Cainesi"  Rep.  Idp. 

3c' 
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Awud.  The  eiect  of  an  award  has  been  before  mjentioned  (4)« 

Id  an  action  upon  an  award,  it  wiU  be  necessary  to  pit>ve 
both  the  submiAsion  and  the  execution  of  the  award.  And, 
in  generaii  (whether  the  validity  of  the  award  corner  into 

(4)  See  ante,  p.  179. 287. 


^Bi*i 


In  a  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  U.  S.  A  copy  of  a  decre<^ 
tnade  at  Para,  certified  ia  the  same  manner  by  the  aecreftaiy  iX. 
«tat6  at  Lisbon  was  held  inadmissible.  Marshall,  Ch.  J.— ^**  If  it  be 
true  that  the  decrees  of  the  colonies  are  transmitted  to  the  seat  of 
goverdmelit,  and  registered  in  the  department  of  state,  a  certifi- 
cate of  that  fact  under  the  great  seal,  with  a  copy  of  the  decree 
Authenticated  in  the  same  manner,  would  be  sufficient  prima  facte 
'evidence  of  the  veHty  of  what  was  so  certified  ;  but  the  certificate 
offered  to  the  court  U  under  the  pHvate  seal  of  the  person  giving  it, 
wifich  cannot'be  known  to  this  court,  and  of  consequence  caaautben- 
ticate  nothing. — Admitting  the  originals  in  the«Portuguete  language 
*to  have  been  authenticated  pi'operly,  yet  there  was  efror  in  admlt^ 
ting  the  translation  to  have  been  read  on  the  certificate  of  flie 
consul.  Interpreters  are  always  sworn,  and  the  translation  of  s 
consul,  tiot  on* oath,  can  have  no  greater  validity  than  thst  of  any 
o6ker  respectable  man:**  Churdi  v.  Hvhbati^  2  Cratuh  187. 
"Copies  of  proceedings  in  the  vice  admiralty  court  of  Jamaica,  Cer- 
tified under  the  ^al  of  the  court  by  the  deputy  registrar,  who  was 
certified  by  the  judge  of  the  court,  who  was  certified  by  a  notai^ 
public,  were  held  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  seal 
and  the  hand-writing  of  the  judge  :  Marshall,  Ch.  J. — ^**The  sen- 
tence lb  this  case  is  sufficiently  authenticated  to  be  received  as  evi* 
detice.  Being  a  court  acting  under  the  law  of  nations.  Its  pro* 
ceedings  may  be  proved  according  to  the  mode  observed  in  the 
'present  case  ;'  and  were  this  doubtful,  that  doubt  would  be  remov- 
ed by  the  circumstance  that  it  is  the  form  stipulated  by  treaty.*' 
'Veaion  v.  Fry,  6  Cranck  335.  Where  a  sentence  of  a  foreign 
Ipri^e  courf  was  authenticated  by  a  copy  under  the  seal  of  the 
court,  signed  by  the  actuary  in.  the  absence  of  the  register,  though 
bdt  signed  by  the  judge,  and  such  seal  and  signature  were  proved 
Vy  the  deposition  of  a  witness,  it  was  held  sufficient.  Garden  v. 
Volvmbian  Fns,  Compyj  7  Johns,  Rep.  614.  In  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit on  a  foreign  judgment  a  witness  swoie^  that  he  applied  to 
the  reputed  clerk  of  the  court  for  the  copy  of  the  record  rf  the 
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question  directly,  6r  only  in<^idehtally,)  the  submisriob  of 
all  tbe  parties  ought  to  be  regularly  proved*  •  Thus,  iriiere 
ibete  had  been  a  4eed  of  Y^ference,  between  a  creditor  and 
several  partners,  of  all  copartnership  accounts  and  of  all 


judgment,  that  he  assisted  the  clerk  in  comparing  the  copy  with 
ijbe  record,  and  in  affixing  tbe  seal  of  the  court  to  the  copy,  and 
saw  the  same  cleric  attest  the  copy  by  putting  his  name  to  it.  Tbe 
verification  of  the  record  was  held  sufficient  BuUrick  ^  Wife  v. 
AUen^  8  Ma$$.  Rep,  273.  In  an  action  on  a  judgment  in  a  court 
in  tbe  island  of  St.  Vincent,  tbe  plaintiff's  counsel  produced  a 
document  signed  by  the  chief  justice  of  tbe  island,  but  without  a 
seal ;  and  Ld.  Ellenborough  refused  to  receive  it  hi  eridencei 
without  satisfactory  proof  that  the  court  had  no  seal,  for  until  that 
was  proved,  it  would  be  presumed  that  tbe  court  bad  a  seal.  Alvet 
Y*  Bwiburyy4  Campb.  28.  Proceedings  in  St.  Domingo,  during  a 
short  period,  in  which  tbe  possession  of  tbe  island  had  passed  from 
Trance  to  England,  were,  from  the  particular  circumstances  of  the 
caise',  held  sufficiently  authenticated  by  tbe  private  seal  of  tbe  go* 
vemor.  Hcu^ld  v.  Jamesony  9  Mun.  S3.  Though  the  courts  of 
one  country  cannot  judicially  take  notice  of  the  seal  of  a  foreign, 
court,  yet  tbe  public  seal  of  a  state  stands  on  a  difierent  footii^ ; 
it  is  matter  of  notoriety,  and  may  be  taken  nptice  of  by  another  as 
part  of  the  law  of  nations,  acknowledged  by  all.  Atum.  9  Mod, 
66.    Peake'B  Ev.  73.  n.  (9). 

The  method  of  proving  tbe  laws  of  a  foreii^n  country  seems  to 
be  naturally  connected  with  the  subject  of  tbe  text  and  of  tbe  pre- 
ceding part  of  this  note,  and  a  few  observations  upon  it  may  not 
be  improper.  Tbe  courts  of  one  country  cannot  judicially  take 
notice  of  tbe  laws  of  other  countries,  and  therefore,  where  a  con- 
tract is  to  be  construed  according  to  tbe  laws  of  the  country  ia 
which  it  was  made,  witnesses  are  examined  to  prove  what  those 
laws  are.  1  P.  Wm.  431.  Peake'i  Ev,  73.  n.  {q),  Peake's  Cos, 
i8.  £t  vide  Walpole  v.  £wen,  2  Marsh.  762.  But  there  is  a 
material  distinction  between  the  written  and  unwritten  law  of  a 
foreign  country ;  tbe  latter  only  can  be  proved  by  parol :  the  for- 
mer must  be  proved  by  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  statute 
kselC  LivingMlon  ^  Gikhrist  r,  Marj^and  In$.  Compy^  6  CranA 
274.  Kinny  v.  Clarkion  ^  Fan  Hame^  1  J.o^,  Rep,  386. 
Bidh  V.  Heightman,  4  Esp.  Rep,  75.    3  Mitf,  Rep,  {Baift  Ed.") 
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natters  in  difference  between  the  parties  or  any  two  of 

*  M3  "^them,  and  an  action  of  trover  was  afterwards  brought  by- 

the  creditor,  the  assignee  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt* 

cy  of  one  of  the  partners,  (in  which  action  the  plaintiff  pro- 


60.  II.  (iiJ.)  JioOinsoii  V.  Clifford,  C.  C,  U.  S.  P.  Candy  s  Martha 
706.  ».  Millar  v.  H wrick,  4  Campb.  165.  A  witness  being, 
offered  to  prove  that  the  exportation  of  specie  from  the  Spanish, 
colonies  was  a  prohibited  trade,  the  court  rejected  the  evidence^ 
saying  it  was  a  commercial  regulation  of  the  government,  and  a. 
subject  of  pure  municipal  regulation,  not  of  common  law.  The. 
law  itself  should  be  pnxiuced,  or  evidence  given  that  efforts  had 
been  made  to  obtain  a  certi6ed  copy,  which  had  failed,  in  w.hicb. 
case  inferior  evidence  might  be  "received.  Seton  v.  Del,  Itu.  Co, 
C.  C.  U.  S.  P.  Candy's  Mar^i.  706.  a.  In  Church  v  Hubbart,  ubi, 
sup.  two  edicts  of  the  king  of  Portugal,  certified  by  the  American^ 
consul  at  Lisbon  under  bis  official  seal,  to  be  copies  from  the  ori*, 
gtnal  law  of  the  realm,  were  given  in  evidence  in  the  court  below, 
but  were  held  inadmissible  by  the  Sup,  Court  of  the  U.  S.  Mar-. 
shall,  Ch.  J.  says  — "  Foreign  laws  are  well  understood  to  be  factj^ 
fvhich  must,  like  other  facts,  be  proved  to  exist  before  they  can  be 
received  in  a  court  of  justice.  The  principle  that  the  best  testimp- 
Dy  shall  be  required  which  the  nature  of  the  thing  admits  of;  or,  in 
other  words,  that  no  testimony  shall  he  received  which  presuppo- 
ses better  testimony  attainable  by  the  party  who  offers  it,  applies 
to  foreign  laws  as  it  does  to  all  other  facta.  The  sanction  of  an 
oath  is  required  for  their  establishment,  unless  they  can  be  verified 
by  some  other  such  high  authority  that  the  law  respects  it  not  less 
than  the  oath  of  an  individual.  In  this  case  the  edicts  produced  are 
not  verified  by  an  oath.  The  consul  has  not  sworn  ;  he  has  only 
certified  that  they  are  truly  copied  from  the  originals.  To  give  to 
this  certificate  the  force  of  testimony,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that 
this  is  one  of  those  consular  functions  to  wl^ich,  to  use  its  own  lan- 
guage, the  laws  of  this  country  attach  full  faith  and  credit.  Con- 
«uLe,  it  i.<  saiJ,  are  officers  known  to  the  law  of  nations  and  are  in? 
.trustei  with  high  powers.  This  is  very  true,  but  they  do  not  ap- 
pear to  be  intrusted  with  the  power  of  authenticating  the  Jaws  of 
foreign  nations.  They  are  not  the  keepers  of  those  laws*  They 
can  grant  nu  official  copies  of  them.  There  appears  no  reason  for 
assigning  to  their  certificate  respecting  a  foreign  law,  any  higher  or 
different  degree  of  credit  than  would  be  assigned  to  their  certifi- 
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doced  the  awardtumd  dead  of  referejoce,  as  ievidence.of  ^ 
separate. debt'due  to  biia  from  the  bankrupt,)  the  court  of 
Kiflg^s  Bench  held,  that  it  was  indispensably  necessary  to 
prove  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  all  the  parties ;  for  .this 


cites  of  any  other  fact.     It  is  very  truly  stated,  that  to  require,  re- 
.specting  laws  or  other  transactions  in  foreign  countries,  that  species 
of  testimony  which  their  institutions  and  usages  do  not  admit  of, 
would  be  unjust  and  unreasonable.     The  court  will  never  require 
such  testimony.     In  this,  as  in  all  other  cases,  no  testimony  will 
be  required  which  is  shown  to  be-  unattainable.     But  no  civilized 
nation  will  be  presumed  to  refuse  those  abts  for  authenticating  io- 
struments  which  are  usual,  and  which  are  deemed  necessary  for 
the  purposes  of  justice.    It  cannot  be  presumed  that  an  application 
to  authenticate  an  edict  by  the  seal  of  the  nation  would  be  reject* 
ed,  unless  tlie  fact  should  appear  to  the  court.     Nor  can  it  be  pre- 
sumed that  any  difficulty  exists  in  obtaining  a  copy.     Indeed,  iA 
this  very  case  the  very  testimony  offered  would  'contradict  such' a 
presumption.     The  paper  offered  to  the  court  Is  certified  to  be  a 
copy  compared  with  the  original.     It  Is  impossible  to  suppose  that 
this  copy  might  not  have  been  authenticated  by  the  oath  of  the 
consul  as  well  as  by  his  certificate.     It  Is  asked  In  what  manner 
this  oath  should  itself  have  been  authenticated',  and  it  Is  supposed 
that  the  consular  seal  must  ultimately  have  been  resorted  to  for 
this  purpose.     But  no  such  necessity  eiists.     Commissions  ail^ 
always  granted  for  taking  testimony  abroad,  and  the  commission- 
ers have  authority  to  administer  oaths,  and  to  certify  the  deposi- 
tions by  them  taken."     Marine  ordinances  of  foreign  countries, 
promulgated  by  the  executive,  by  order  of  the  legislature  of  the 
United  States,  may  be  read  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  with- 
out further  authentication  or  proof.     Talbot  v.  Seaman,  1  Crdnch 
1.     The  admission  of  a  party  that  he  had  infringed  the  revenue 
laws  of  a  foreign  country,  whereby  the  plaintiff'  had  sustained 
damage,  for  which  he  stipulated  to  Indemnify  the  plaintiff',  will 
supersede  the  necessity  of  further  evidence  of  th^se  laws.     SmiA 
V.  Elder y  3  Johns.  Rep.  105.     As  to  evidence  of  the  acts  of  state 
of  a  foreign  government,  vide  1  Campb.  65.  n.  (a). 

The  manner  In  which  the  acts  of  the  legislatures  of  the  several 
states  are  to  be  authenticated  has  been  already  stated :  vide  ante, 
J89.n.     The  same  section'  of  the  act  of  congress  directs,  that 
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was  a  rderence  of  the  aggregate  accouilrts  between  all  and 
each  of  the  partners,  and  the  consideratron  to  each  fcH^ 
entering  into  the  submission  was,  that  each  party^s  a  cotinC 
sbould  be  liquidated,  not  only  as  to  one,  bm  as  to  all ;  the 
accession  of  all  therefore  ought  to  be  proved ;  and,  withoiit 
such  proof,  the  arbitrator  would  not  appear  to  have  com-^ 
petent  authority  to  decide  the  whole  question, between  the 
parties  (1). 

(1)  Antram  v.  Chace,  15  East  200. 


CHAP.  VK 

On  Public  Writings y  not  judicial. 

The  next  species  of  evidence,  which  our  subject  leads  us 
to  consider,  relates  to  such  public  writings  as  are  not  jo- 

'*  the  record  and  judicial  proceediiigs  of  the  courts  of  any  state» 
shall  be  proved  or  admitted  in  any  other  court  within  the  United 
States,  by  the  attestation  of  the  clerk,  and  the  seal  of  (he  court 
annexed,  if  there  be  a  seal,  together  with  a  c^ificate  of  the  judge^ 
chief  justice,  or  presiding  magistrate,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  the 
said  attestation  is  in  due  form.     And  the  said  records  and  judicial 
proceedings  authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  such  faith  add 
credit  given  to  them  in  every  court  within  the  United  States;  as 
they  have  by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts  of  the  slate  from  whence 
the  said  records  are  or  shall  be  taken.'*     1  Laws  U.  S.  115.  s.  1. 
Of  the  effect,  in  evidence,  of  a  record  thus  authenticated,  see  supra, 
p.  254.  n.  A  record,  the  attestation  of  which  was  not  certified  to  be 
in  due  formy  was  held  no(  to  be  sufficiently  proved.'    SnUth  r. 
Blagge^  1  Jckm.  Coa.  238.     Where  there  is  no  seal,  it  should  be 
certified  that  thefe  was  none.  1  Hayw,  395.  n.  In  EUUmore  v.  Mills, 
1  Hayw,  359.,  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  congcess  was  only  affir- 
mative and  did  not  abolish  such  modes  of  authentication  as  were 
used  before  it  passed.     A  record  of  a  court  of  the  U.  S.  is  not 
within  tlie  act  of  congress,  and  it  was  held,  that  a  record  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts  9 
under  the  seal  of  the  court,  but  certified  by  the  cledc  as  a  copy, 
this  being  the  ordinary  mode  used  in  Massacjiusetls,  wa3  sufficient. 
P^ipoon  V.  Jenkins^  t  Johns,  Cos.  119. 
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diciaL  In  treating  of  this  part  of  the  subject,  it  will  only 
be  necessary  to  mention  some  of  the  principal  documents 
of  this  description  \  after  which,  we  shall  proceed  to  in* 
quire,  how  a  party,  who  wishes  to  use  public  writings  in 
eyideace^  may  obtain  an  inspection* 

The  most  ancient  public  document  in  the  kingdom  is  Doontdajt^ 
Dopmsday-book,  consisting  of  two  volumes,  kept  in  the 
receipt  of  the  Exchequer.  They  contain  a  general  survey 
of  all  the  counties  in  England,  excepting  the  four  northern, 
and  were  compiled  soon  after  the  Conquest,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  the  ancient  demesne  lands,  which  were  the 
socage  tenures  first  in  the  hands  of  Edward  the  Confessor, 
*and  afterwards  of  William  the  Conqueror.   This  has  been  «  30.^ 

always  considered  a  book  of  the  greatest  authority ;  and 
if  a  question  should  at  any  time  arise,  whether  a  manor  is 
ancient  demesne,  the  trial  is  by  inspection  of  DoOjnsday- 
book  (1).  These  volumes  have  of  late  years  been  printed 
at  the  expen^se  of  government,  in  consequence  of  an  address 
from  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  the  work  is  said  to  be  exe* 
cuted  with  the  most  scrupulous  fidelity  and  correctness  (2). 
Another  ancient  survey,  which  ascertains  the  extent  of  the 
king's  ports,  is  also  deposited  in  the  Exchequer  (3).  These 
surveys  are  recognized  and  treated  as  authentic  documents  ^ 

in  courts  of  justice,  having  been  made  by  the  authority 
and  order  of  the  government  of  the  country,  on  public  oc- 
casions, and  on  subjects  of  public  interest. 

The  Valor  Beneficiorum,  or  Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation,  Saireys  of 
is  another  document  of  a  public  nature,  and  of  great  au-  S!^^'^^*'^** 
tfaority.  In  the  year  1288,  Pope  Nicholas  the  Fourth,  to 
whose  predecessors  in  die  see  of  Rome  the  first  fruits  and 
tenths  of  all  ecclesiastical  benefices  had  for  a  long  time  been 
paid,  granted  the  tenths  to  King  Edward  the  First  for  six 
years,  towards  defraying  the  expcDse  of  an  expedition  to 
the  Holy  Land ;  and,  that  they  might  he  collected  to  their 
full  value,  a  taxation  by  the  king*s  precept  was  bognn  in 

rn  Hob.  ISa.    Gilb.  Ev.  69.  (3)  Gilh.  Ev.  6»>. 

(t;  First  report  ofH.  of  Commons, 
oil  Public  Records.  Appx.  A.  1.  a. 
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(h^jeat,  and  finished  for  (he  province  of  Canterbtlfy^ 
the  year  19d1,  or  the  20th  year  of  ihe  reign  of  Edward  due 
First ;  sthd  fbr  that  of  York  in*  the  foUoWrag  year ;  the  whcrfe 
b^itag  under  the  direction  of  the  Bishops  of<  Wintonand 
Lincoln  (4).  This  taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas  is  a  mUst 
important  document,  because  all  the  taxes,  as  weir  those 
paid  to  our  kings  as  those  to  the  pope,  were  regtdated  by 
it,  till  the  surrey  made  in  the  twenty^siatth  year  of  Henry 
VIII. ;  and  because  the  statutes  of  colleges,  which  were 
*  304  founded  before  the  Reformatten,'ire  also  interpreted  *by 

this  criterion,  accordihg  to  which  their  benefices,  under  a 
certain  value,  ^rees:empted  from  the  restriction  in  the  sta^ 
tnte  of  the  twenty-first  of  Henry  VIII.'  concerning  pfuHali- 
ties  (1).  The  original  is  kept  in  the  office  of  the  king's 
remembrancer  id  the  Exchequer.  *' 

A  new  Valor  Beneficiorum  was  instituted  in  the  twenty* 
sixth  year  of  Henry' VIH.,  when  the  first  fir^its  and  tentfifi» 
of  every  ecclesiastical  promotion  were  annexed  to  the  re* 
venue  of  the  ci'own  (2).  To  ascertain  their  valued  ecde* 
siastical  surveys  were  taken,  by  virtue  of  commissions  in 
the  king^s  name,  issuing  under  the  great  seal  (3) ;  and  these 
surveys  are  evidence  of  their  amount  at  that  period.  Upon 
-the  same  principle,  surveys  of  the  possessions  of  religious 
houses,  previous  to  the  dissolution  of  the  monasteries,  are 
received  in  evidence (4);  and  these  surveys areadmissible, 
although  the  commissions,  under  which  they  were  taken, 
arc  not  to  be  found  (5). 

Surveys  of  the  church  and  crown  lands  were  taken  by 
commissioners  in  the  time  of  the  commonwealth,  under  the 
authority  of  acts  or  ordinances  of  the  parliament;  and  copies 
of  these  surveys  were  deposited  in  many  of  the  cathedrals. 
The  originals  would  have  been  good  evidence  of  the  parti* 
culars  of  the  surveyed  estates,  upon  the  same  principle  as 

(4)  See  First  Report  of  H.  of  Com-  (3^  Sect  3  &  10. 

inoiu  on  Public  Records,  p.  15.  (4;  Vicar  of  Kel]iiie;toa  v.  Trin. 

(1)  Humphreys  t.  Knight,  Cro.  Coll.  Cambridge,  1  Wils.  170. 

Car.  455.    2  Lutw.  1305.    Stump  v.  (6)  See  (4),  and  BUgshaw  v.  Bp. 

Ayliffe,  2  Gwill.  536.  of  Bangor,  cited  in  UndeiluB  v.  Dur^ 

rs)  St.  26  H.  8.  c.  3.  ham,  2  GwiU.  642. 
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tbe  other  public  surveys  which  have  been  before  mention* 

ed ;  but  as  they  vrere  destroyed  at  the  time  of  the  great  fire 

in  LoodoUy  the  copies  have  been  adihitted,  as  evidence,  ia 

the  plaee  of  the  original  surveys,  provided  they  have  been 

kept  in  unsuspected  repositories  (6).     The  parliamentary 

surveys  have  the  credit  of  being  taken  with  extreme  accu« 

^cy  and  minuteness.     The  circumstance,  therefore,  of 

vfthes^  surveys  being  silent  as  to  a  supposed  modus  has  been  •  SOB^ 

considered  to  be  strong  evidence  against  its  existence  (1)* 

The  Journals  of  the  Lords  or  Commons  are  evidence  of  Joamab  of 
their  proceedings.  Thus,  an  entry  in  the  Journals  of  the  ?"*»"»*• 
House  of  Lords^  stating  that  a  judgment  below  has  been 
reversed,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  reversal  (^ ;  and  the 
Journals  have  been  admitted  to  prove  an  actress  from 
the  House  of  Lords  to  the  King,  and  the  answer  of  %h^ 
King  (3).  But  a  resolution  of  either  House  is  not  evi- 
dence of  the  truth  of  facts  there  affiriped ;  and  therefore 
ijQ  the  case  of  Titus  Oates,  who  was  charged  with  having 
committed  perjury  on  the  tdal  of  persojis  suspected  of  the 
popi§h4)lot,  a  resolution  of  parliament,  asserting  the  ex- 
istttoce  of  the  plot,  was  not  allowed  to  be  evidence  of  that 
fact  (4)  (a). 

The  public  acts  of  gpvemment,  and  acts  by  the  king  in  Ganti^ 
his  political  capacity,  are  commonly  announced  in  the  Ga* 
zette,  published  by  the  authority  of  the  crown ;  and  of 
such  acts  announced  to  the  public  in  the  Gazette,  the  * 

Gazette  is  admitted  in  courts  of  justice  to  be  good  evidence* 
Proclamations  for  a  public  peace,  or  for  the  performance 

(6)  Underiiilt  t.  Darham,  2  Ovrill.        (2)  Jones  r.  Randall,  Cowp.  17. 
543.  (3)  Franklio^s  case,  9  State  Tr. 

(1)11  East  284.  1  Maale  &  Selw.  259.,  cited  by  BuUer,  J.  5  T.  R.  445. 
294.  (4)  4  State  Tr.  39. 

I 

(a)  A  printed  copy  of  pubiic  documents,  transmitted  to  coogiess 
by  the  president  of  the  United  States,  and  printed  by  the  printer 
to  congress,  is  evidence.  Per  Kent,  Cb.  J.  Radcltff'  v.  United 
Int.  Co.  1  Johns.  Rep.  38.  (In  this  case  a  printed  copy  of  a  letter 
from  the  British  secretary  of  state  to  the  American  ambassador, 
was  offered  as  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  blockade.) 

3  IX 
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of  quarfatnttne,  and  any  act»  -dtme  bjr  or  to  the  king  i&  Ub 
regal  character,  may  be  proved  in  this  manner  {6)  ;-4iDd# 
upon  the  same  principle,  articles  of  ivsar,  purporting  to^be 
printed  by  the  king's  printer,  are  allowed  to  be  evldenfie 
of  such  articles  (6).  In  the  last  reported  case  on  this  stiAn 
jeet,  a  Gazette,  in  which  it  was  slated,  that  certain  addresr 
ses  had  been  presented  lo  the  king,  waS'  adjudged  by  tb» 
Court  of  King's  Bench  to  be  proper  eyid^nce^^lo  pettfreaa 
averment  of  that  feci  in  an  infiMrmation  lor  a  libel  j(7) ;  for 
they  are  addresses,  said  Lord  Kenyon,  of  diSerent  bodies 
df  the' king's  subjects,  received  by  the  king  in  his  pubik 
*  306  capacity,  *and  they  thus  become  acts  of  stale*    GajBdttes 

are  not  evidence  of  private  litle#or  private  iai^nestsi  q».4iS 
a  presentaiion,  or  of  a  grant  by  the  king  to  an  individim}, 
which  hsrve.no  reference  to  the  affairs  of  government ;  nor 
is  a  Gazette  evidence  to  prove  an  appointmenc  to  a  com- 
mission  in  the  army  (1)«  The  Gazette  is  n^t  evidence, -dtf 
public  notice  of  a  particular  fact,  more  than  aiijr  other 
newspaper^  unless  it  is  made  mkch  by  act  of  parliamenty^ai 
in  the  case  of  bankrupts^  •  An  advertisement,  therefore, 
announciqg  a  dissolution  of  partnership,  would  not  of iflself 
be  evidence  of  that  &ct,  so  as  to  dischai^e  one  of  the.pa(lh 
hers  from  debts  subsequently  contiracted  by  the  rest  with 
a  partnership-dealer  ^  b«t  there  ought  to  be  some  further 
proof,  a&,  that*  the  dissolution  was  notoriois  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood. It  is  incumbent  on  persons  dissolviqg  a  partner* 
ship,  to  send  notice  of  such  dissolution  to  all  the  persons 
with  whom  they  had  dealings  in  partnership  (5)«  However, 
with  respect  to  such  as  had  not  any  previous  dealings  witfa 
the  partnership,  such  an  advertisement  is  of  itself,  without 
any  additional  proof,  evidence  for  the  jury,  upon  which 

(6)  5  T.  R.  436.  443.  N.  V,  C.  833.    R.  r.  Gardner,  2 

(611  R.  V.  WWiere,  cited  by  Bufler,    Campb.  513. 
J.  5  T.  R.  446.  (2)  Graham  ▼.  Hope,  Pcake  N. 

SR.  V.  Holt,  5  T.  R.  436.  P.  C.  164. 

Kirwan  r.  Cockbum,  5  Esp. . 
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ihmy  ^ve  to  detenaine,  whether  it  is  probable  that  -the 
dealer  knew  of  the  dissolution  (3)  (a). 

Parish  registers  are  evidence  of  births,  marriages,  and  Ps^riah  m- 
burials.  'The  keeping  of  registers,  for  entries  of  births  aQ4  ^ 
christenings,  commenied  in  the  thirtieth  year  of  the  reign 
of  Henry  V1IL-,  and  was  afterwards  enforced  by  injunc- 
tions from  Edward  VI.,  and  Irom  Elisabeth  (4) ;  and  the 
marriq^  act  (5),  after  directing  registers  to  be  kept  a$ 
public  books  in  every  parish,  for  the  purpose  of  registering 
marriages,  enacts,  that  '^  immediately  after  A.e  celebratioa 
of  every  marriage,  an  entry  thereof  shall  be  made  in  such 
register ;  in  which  entry  or  register  it  shall  be  expressed, 
(hat  the  marriage  was  celebrated  by  banns.or  license  ;  and 
*i£  both  or  either  of  the  parties  married  by.  license  be  ua-  *  307 

der  age,  with  consent  of  the  parents  or  guardians,  as  the 
case  shall  be;* and  shall  be  signed  by  the  minister  with 
llh- proper  addition,  and  also  by  the  parties  married,  and 
attested  by  two  credible  witnesses/'  By  the  caiions  of 
1603  (1),  copies  of  parish  registers  in  every  diocese  ought 
to  be  regularly  transmitted  once  in  every  year  to  the  dio- 
cesan or  his  chancellc^ ;  a  regulation  extremely  important 
for  the  purpose  of  guarding  the  evidences-  of  title  and  pedi- 
gree, but  which  has  ^beenso  gei^erally  neglected,  as  to 
jaake  it  necessary  for  the  legislature  to  interpose,  and  pass 
an  act  for  their  better  preservation.  It  is  by  this  statute 
enacted  (3),  that  copies  of  the  register  books,  verified  by 
the  ofifeiating  minister  of  the  parish,  shall  be  transmitted 
annually  by  the  churchwardens,  after  they  or  one  of  them 
shall  have  signed  the  same,  to  the  registrars  of  the  diocese 
within  which  the  church  is  situated* 

(3)  Godfrey  ▼•  Macautej,  Peake        (5)  St.  28  G.  2.  c.'33.  fl.  14. 

N.  P.  C.  155.  n.    1  £«p.  N.  P.  C.        (1)  Can.  10.   Gibsonfa  Codax,  p. 

371.  S.  C.    Gorfaam  ▼.  Thompson,    204. 

Peake  N.  P.  C.  42.  (2)  Stat.  52  G.  3.  c.  146.  b.  7. 

(4)  3  Burn.  Eccl.  L.  275.    Gilb. 
£t.  68. 


(a)  Vide  LafMnff  v.  Gaine  ^  Ten  Eyck,  2  Johns.  Rep.  300. 
McwUt  V.  HmUmi^mOme,  h  Day  3d3. 
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An  entry  of  marridge  in  the  parish  register^  made  in  the 
form  prescribed  by  the  act  of  parliajnent,  is  evidence  that, 
the  persons  therein  named  were  married,  on  the  day  speci- 
fied, by  bannS)  or  license,  as  the*  case  may  be*  Such  an 
entry  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  marriage ;  so  that 
if  ft  has  not  been  expressed  in  the  regular  form,  the  only 
consequence  will  be,  that  it  cannot  be  admitted  as  evidence 
of  the  marriage,  which  must,  therefore,  be  established  by 
some  other  medium  of  proof.  In  order  to  prove  that  the 
parties  described  in  the  register  are  the  same**" parties 
whose  marriage  is  in  question,  it  must  obviously  be  nnne- 
cessary  to  call  either  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the 
register ;  any  evidence  which  satisfies  the  jury  coneemiRg 
dieir  identity,  must  be  sufficient ;  as,  by  proof  of  the  simi- 
larity of'  their  hand-writing,  or*  that  the  bell-ringers  were 
paid  by  them  for  ringing  after  the  marriage,  or  by  proof 
of  other  circumstances  to  ascertain  the  persons  (3). 
*  308  *Public  registers  are  required  by  act  of  parliament  to  be 

Rei^ten  of  kept  for  the  registering  of  ships  (1) ;  and  the  register  and 
certificate  of  register  are  conclusive  evidence  of  want  of 
title,  against  those  who  are  not.  named  in  the  register* 
Thus,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  freight, 
where  the  interest  in  a  ship  and  its  earnings  were  alleged 
to  be  in.  four  persons,  who  were  partners  in  trade,  two  only 
of  whom  were  named  as  owners  in  the  register,  it  was  de- 
cided that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  although  it 
was  proved  as  a  fact,  that  the  ship  had  been  paid  for  by  all 
the  four  partners  :  for  as  the  plaintiffs  claimed  the  freight 
only  in  right  of  ownership,  they  could  not  recover  without 
pi'oving  that  right ;  and  it  appeared  conclusively  from  the 
register,  that  all  the  four  piariners  had  not  a  legal  tide  to 
the  ship  (3)«  But  although  the  documentary  evidence  fur- 
nished by  the  register-acts  is  in  many  cases  the  strongest 
proof  of  title,  it  is  not  the  only  evidence  that  may  be  jttx>- 
duced.  Thus  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  effected 

(3)  Bull.  N.  p.  27.  (2)  Cuii4eii  ▼.  Andenon,  5  T*  R. 

(1)  Stat.  28  G.  3.  c.  eO.    Stat    709. 
94  G.  3.  c.  68. 
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Uipon  ft  ship,  where- it  became^  question,  whether  €11  ^tle* 
:»gation,  of  the  property  being  in  two  persons,  could  be 
^sustained  upon  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause  (3),  Lofd 
JElIenborough,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said, 
^  As  to  die  first  point  made  in  this  case  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  namely,  that  the  ownership  alleged  was  not 
sufficiently  proved^  it  was  proved  by  the  captain  in  the 
votdinary  way,  that  the  owners,  by  whom,  as  such,  he  was 
appointed  and  employed,  were  the  persons  in  whom  the 
ownership  is  by  the  declaration  averred  to  be« .  And  though 
it  afterwaitis  appeared  by  his  answers  dn  cross-examina- 
tion, that  the  ownership  was  derived  to  those  persons  under 
frbili  <»f  sale,  executed  by  himself,  a^  attorney  to  the  'former 
<)W{iep,  it  did  not  on  that  account  become  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  produce  that  bill  of  sale,  or  the  ship's  register, 
or  to'give  any  further  proof  of  such^heir  {>roperty ;  the 
*mere  fact  of  their  possession  as  owners,  being  sufficient  «  399 

prima  facie  evidenbe  of  ownership,^  without  t]^  aid  of  any 
/documentary  proof  of  title-deeds  on  the  subject,  until  such 
further  evidence  should  be  repdered  necessary  in  support 
of  the  prima  facie  case  of  ownership  which  they  made,  in 
consequence  of  the  adduction  of  some  contrary  proof  on  the 
other  side.  No  such  contrary  proof  was,  however,  in  this 
4!ase  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendamt.^" 

The  register  of  a  ship,  then,  is  conclusive  evidence,  that 
persons,  who  are  nq^  there  named  as*  owners,  cannot  legally 
be  joint-owners ;  but  the  converse  of  the  Tule  is  not  true, 
namely,  that  all  persons,  who  are  named  as  owners  in  the 
register,  are  liable  as  such.  Such  registers  are  not  re- 
cognised as  public  documents  to  prove  the  ownership; 
and  they  are  not  evidence  to  fix  the  parties  therein  named 
as  owners,  in  actions  against  them,  unless  they  are  shown 
to  have  been  made  by  their  assent  or  recognised  by  them. 
This  point  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Tinkler  v.  Wa|« 
pole  ( 1 ) ;  which  was  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 

())  Rob^rtaon  aod  Thompfoo  t.  Sooth  and  others,  4.  Taunt.  80f. 
Fieiich,4£a8tldO.  136.  Smith   ▼.  Foee,   3    Campb.  4a«. 

<l)  14  £Mt  3S6.     Cooper    y.    Fraier  v.  Hopkiiis,  S  Taunt.  5. 


< 
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for  the  use  of  a  ship,  against  the  defendant  as  one  of  <he 
owners.  At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  in  order  to  prove  thci 
ownership  of  the  defendant,  two  registers  were  ^Bered  in 
evidence,  purporting  to  have  been  made  on  the  oaths  of 
the  managing  owner,  who  gave  the  order  for  the  goods, 
and  of  two  other  part-owners,  swearing  that  the/  and 
others  named,  including  the  defendant,  were  owners  of  the 
ship ;  and  it  ¥ras  insisted  that  these  registers,  on  account  of 
their  authenticity  as  public  documents,  required  for  public 
purposes,  and  obtained  under  the  sanction  of  an  o^th) 
ought  to  be  considered  at  least  prima  facie  Evidence  to 
prove  the  defendant  a  part  owner.  But  Lord  EUen* 
borough,  C.  J,  who  tried  the  cause,  ruled  thpt  the  evidence 
was  not  admissible,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  the 
defendant  bad  assented  to  the  register,  or  at  leas%  had 
*  310  ^recognised  it.     And  this  opinion  was  afterwards  confirm- 

ed by  the  other  judges  of  the  court.  On  showing  caui^ 
against  a  rule  nisi  {fir  a  new  trial,  £<ord  EUenborou^ 
expressed  himself  in  the  foUowipg  terms:  "Notwithstand- 
ing the  practice  may  have  prevailed  for  a  long  time  to 
receive  ships'  registers,  as  evidence  of  the  property  beirtg 
in  the  persons  therein  named,  yet  when  we  are  brought  to 
consider  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  against  the  de-^ 
fendant,  in  a  case,  where  he  has  done  no  act  to  adopt 
the  registei*,  as  having  been  made  by  bis  authority,  we 
cannot  give  effect  to  it,  without  sayiqg  that  a  party  may 
have  a  burdensome  charge  thrown  upon  him  by  the  act 
of  a  third  person,  without  his  own  assent  or  privity.  If  it 
had  appeared,  that  the  defendant,  by  any  act  of  his  own, 
had  recognised  the  register,  he  would  have  been  liable  to 
all  the  consequences  as  a  part  owner,  which  it  describes 
him  to  be ;  but  here  be  has  done  no  act  to  adopt  it.  His 
]>9rtner  has  indeed  dealt  with  the  property,  as  if  the  de* 
^ndant  were  a  part-owner,  by  registering  the  ship  io  bis 
name  ;  but  the  act  of  a  third  person,  without  some  act  of 
the  defendant  to  recognise  it,  cannot  throw  upon  him  a 
burden,  without  violating  the  plain  rule  of  law."  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Bayley  said :  "  Before  the  first  register  act  passed* 
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there  must  have  been  other  media  of  proof  to  charge  a 
party  as  owner  of  a  ship  \  apd  the  object  of  that  act  was  not 
to  create  evidence  to  charge  any  person  named  a$  owner, 
t^iit.that  no  person  should  have  the  benefit  of  the. British 
navigation,  without  registering  his  ship  in  the  manner  pre* 
ilcribed.  It  would  be  very  unjust,  in  many  cases,  if  a  per- 
son could  be  charged,  as  a  part-owner,  with  the  expenses 
of  the  ship,  by  having  his  name  inserted  in  the  register 
without  his  knowledge ;  it  would  often  be  converted  into  an 
engine  of  fraud  ^  for  if  the  owners  were  not  in  good  cir- 
cumstances, it  would  be  easy  to  introduce  another  name  of 
a  solvent  man  into  the  register,  in  order  to  procure  credit ; 
and  then,  if  that  were  evidence  against  bin,  he  would  be 
liable  to  be  sued  ;  and  how  could  he  be  prepared  to  ne- 
gative the  evidence,  if  he  knew  nothing  of  the  fact  of  such  a 
^register  ?    The  other  owners  named  would  be  raad^  par*  *  311 

ti^s  to  the  action,  so  that  he  could  not  cull  them  to  disprove 
the  feet  (a)."  , 

Upon  the  same  principle  j  a  Register  is  not  of  itself  evi- 
dence of  a  joint-ownership,  in  support  of  the  defendant's 
plea,  that  other  persons  the|*e  named  are  jointly  liable  with 
him  (1);  nor  is  it  evidence,  that  the  ship  is  British-built, 
as  there  described  (2)«  So,  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
j^aintiff  as  agent,  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  register  is 
not  evidence  to  prove  an  averment,  that  the  interest  in  the 
ship  is  in  the  persons  there  described  (3).  The  legislature 

(1)  Flower  r.  Young,  3  Campb.        (3)  Piric  t.  Andenoo,  4  Taunt. 
240.  652. 

(2)  ReuBsee  v.  Mejere,  i  Campb. 
475. 


(a)  In  Woods  v.  Counter  et  al,  1  DalL  141.  the  register  of  a 
ship  obtained  on  an  affidavit  made  by  one  of  the  defendants,  stat^ 
ing  that  the  ship  belonged  jointly  to  him  and  other  persons,  being 
copied  from  the  books  of  the  naval  officer,  and  certified  under  his 
sea!  of  office,  was  allowed  to  be  read  in  evidence  against  the  de- 
fendants. It  does  not  appear,  from  the  report,  what  was  intend- 
ed to  be  proved  by  this  evidence ;  probably  the  joint  ownership  of 
the  defendants. 
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has  made  the  registration  necessary  to  complete  a  ti)le,  but 
this  does  not  make  it,  of  itself,  proof  of  the  title.  Property 
in  a  ship  is  to  be  proved  now,  as  it  was  proved  before  the 
acts  of  parliament  relating  to  registers ;  as  for  exanqple,  by 
provipg  actual  possession  in  the  party,  or  in  those  to  whom 
he  has  committed  it,  or  ia  those  from  whom  he  has  him- 
self derived  his  title.  Any  one  of  these  media  of  proof, 
(accompanied  by  the  evidence  of  the  registry,  in  order  to 
make  the  other  evidence  admissible,)  wiU  be  suffi* 
cient  (4)  (b). 
Hato-bookfl.  ^  It  is  enacted  by  st.  17  G.  3.  c.  38.  s.  14.  that  true 
copies  of  all  rates  aiid  assessments,  made  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor,  be  entered  in- a  book  to  be  provided  for  that  pur- 
pose by  the  churchwardens  aiid  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
every  parish,  &c«  who  shall  take  care  that  such  copies  be 
entered  accordingly,  within  fourteen  days  after  all  appeals 
from  such  rat^s  are  determined,  and  shall  attest  the  same 
by  putting  their  names- thereto ;  and  every  such  book  shall 
be  carefully  preserved  by  the  churchwarden,  &c.  for  the 
time  being,  or  one  of  them,  in  some  public  place,  in  every 
such  parish,  &c.  whereto  all  persons  assessed  or  liable  to 
be  assessed  may  freely  resort,  and  shall  be  delivered  over 
from  time  to  time  to  the  new  and  succeeding  church- 

(4)  lb.  p;  657. 

• 

(6)  Oq  the  trial  of  an  iDclictmeDt  for  the  felonious  destruction  of 
a  ship  at  sea,  a  copy  of  the  manifest  of  the  outward  cargo  of  the 
vessel,  certified  under  the  bands  and  seall  of  the  custom*house  of- 
ficers at  Baltimore,  was  offered  in  evidence  after  proof  by  the  wit- 
ness, that  be  had  himself  compared  it  with  the  record.  The  pri- 
soQer's  counsel  objected,  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  origi- 
nal manifest  was  subscribed  by  the  prisoner  or  even  delivered  by 
him.  The  district  attorney  answered,  that  by  the  21st  section  of 
the  impost  law,  (4  vol.  31 1,  312.)  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  col* 
lector  of  the  port,  '*  to  record  in  books  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose, 
all  manifests ;"  and  Uiat  being  a  record,  the  proof  offisred  was  an- 
exceptionable.  The  court  held  that  the  evidence  was  admissible. 
Th4!  United  StcUei  v.  Johns,  4  DaU.  415. 
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''H^rd^ns,  &€•  as  soon  as  they  enter  into  their  offices,  and 
shall  be  produced  by  them  at  the  general  or  quartiF^r  ses- 
sions, wh^n  any  appeal  is  to  be  heard  or  determined. 
'.The«tatute  42  G.  3.  c.  46.  enacts,  that  the  overseers  of  Book  for 
th*  poor  of  every  parish,  shall  provide  and  keep  a  book  at  J^t^ujJJ' 
the  expense  of  the  parish,  and  enter  therein  the  name  of 
every  child  who  shall  be  bound  out  by  them  respectively 
as  an  apprentice,  together  with  the  several  other  particu- 
lars, in  the  manner  and  form  required  by  this  act;  Bnd 
every  such  entry  shall  be  produced  and  laid  before  the 
two  justices  of  the  peatfe,  who  shall  signify  their  assent  to 
the  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  at  the  time  when  such  in* 
denture  shall  be  laid  before  them  for  that  purpose,  and 
each  entry  shall,  if  approved  of,  be  signed  by  them  accord- 
ing to  the  prescribed  form.  .And' in  the  third  section,  it  is 
enacted  that  any  person  may  at  all  seasonable  hours  in-* 
spect  such  book  in  the  hands  of  the  said  overseer,  and  take 
a  copy  of  such  entry  ;  and  every  such  book  shall  be  deem* 
ed  to  be  sufficient  evidenqe  in  all  courts  of  law  in  proof  of 
the  existence  of  such  indentures,  and  also,  of  the  seveial 
particulars  specified  in  the  register  respecting  such  inden- 
ture's, in  case  it  shall  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
courtj  'that  the  indentures  are  lost  or  destroyed* 

The  register  of  the  navy  office  has  been  admitted  in  evi-  Book«iJi 
dence,  to  prove  the  death  of  a  sailor  (1)5  the  book  from  office*,  &€i 
the  mastjer's  office  in  the  Court  of  KingU  Bench,  to  prove  a 
person  one  of  the  attorneys  of  that  court  (2) ;  and  the  log- 
book of  a  man  of  war,  which  copvpyed  a  fleet,  to  prdve  the 
time  of  the  convoy's  sailing  (3).  Bank-books  are  good 
evidence  to  prove  the  transfer  of  stock  (4) ;  and  on  a  pro- 
secution for  a  libel  published  .C9ncerning  a  person  in  his 
*ofl5pe  of  treasurer  of  a  parish,  an  entry  in  a  vestry-book,  ♦  US 

tatiBe  tha\  he  was.  elected  at  a  vestry  duly  held  in  pur- 


stating  tfaj^  he  wa&  fleeted  at  a  vestry  duly  held  in  pur- 

^  .  •-     "i*    *  :'■ 


•  Barber  V.  Hoimcs,  3  Esp.'N.  P.  C.   .C.,«;    AI»r»h.  y.  Ci»toet,  a«^.' 
190.  .V  P.C.6A:  - 

(2)  R.  V.  Crossley,  2«:sp.,  N.  P.  . 
C.  6!26. 

3  B 


»       ♦ 
•     ••        *       • 
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suance  of  notice,  has  been  considered  sufficient  evidence  to 
support  an  allegation  in  tbe  indictment,  that  he  was  duly 
elected  treasurer  (1  }•  So,  in  an  action  for  disturbing  tbe  use 
of  a  pew  in  a  church,  an  old  entry  in  the  vestry-book,  stal- 
ing that  the  pew  had  been  repaired  by  the  then  owner  of  a 
messuage  (under  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed,)  has  been 
adtnitted  as  evidence  of  his  right ;  being  made  by  the 
churchwardens  on  a  subject  within  the  scope  of  their  official 
authority,  and  as  showing  the  reputation  in  the  parish 
'  respecting  the  right  (9).  Upon  tbe  same  principle^  the 
day-book  of  a  public  prison,  containing  a  narrative  of  the 
transactions  of  the  prison,  has  been  received  as  proof  of 
the  time  of  a  prisoner's  commitment  ch*  discharge  (3) :  but 
it  would  not  be  admissible  to  prove  the  cause  of  his  com- 
mitment (4).  The  distinction  between  these  cases  is,  that, 
in  the  former  there  was  no  document  besides  the  one  pro-* 
duced,  and  no  other  evidence  of  the  fact  in  question  could 
be  given,  except  perhaps  the  parol  testimony  of  some 
person,  who  might  have  happened  to  be  in  prison  at  the 
time ;  but  in  the  last  case,  the  committitur,  from  which  the 
entry  was  inserted  in  the  book,  might  have  been  produced, 
and  that  would  have  been  better  evidence  of  the  cause  of 
commitment. 

In  the  above-cited  case  of  the  King  v.  Aickles,  the  clerk 
of  the  papers  of  tbe  prison. produced  a  daily  book,  kept  by 
him,  containing  entries  of  tbe  names  of  all  the  debtors  and 
criminals  brought  into  prison,  and  of  the  times  when  they 
were  discharged ;  but  it  appeared  that  these  entries  were 
not  made  by  the  clerk  on  his  own  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
but  generally  from  the  information  of  the  turnkeys,  and 
*314  '  frequently  from  the  turnkey's  indorsements  on^he  *backs 
of  the  warrants,  which  warrants  were  afterwards  regular- 
ly filed.  Upon  this,  it  was  objected  that  the  entries  in  the 
book  were  mere  copies,  and  that  the  original  minutes,  from 

ft)  R.  ▼.  Martin,  2  Campb.  100.        (4)  Salter  and  others  v.  Thomas^ 
0)  PHoer.  Littlewood,  3 Campb.    3  Bos.  &  Pal).  188. 
288. 

(5)   R.  V.  Aickles,  1  UacbCr. 
C.  436. 
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which  the  entry  of  the  prisoner's  discharge  had  been  made, 
ought  to  be  produced  as  the  best  evidence*  But  the  court 
ovelrruled  the  objection,  and  admitted  the  contents  of  the 
book,  as  it  appeared  to  have  been  the  constant  and  e^ta- 
biislied  practice  of  the  keepers  of  public  prisons  to  regis- 
ter  the  discharge  of  prisoners  in  such  books  as  the  one 
produced,  and  in  the  manner  there  described* 

In  another  case,  a  parish  register  of  christenings  ivas 
received  in  evidence  as  an  original  authentic  book,  although 
the  constant  {»actice  in  the  parish  was  to  make  a  memo^ 
randum  of  the  christenings  in  a  d^y-bdok,*  from  which 
entries  were  some  time  afterwards  made*  into  the  re- 
gister (1 ).  The  question  in  that  case  was  on  the  pl^intiff^ 
legitimacy,  and  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  a  general  parish 
register  was  produced,  in^vhich  there  was  an  entry  of  his 
christening,  describing  him  in  the  same  manner  as  legi- 
timate children  were  usually  entered.  It  appeared  that  the  , 
practice  was  to  make  the  entries  in  this  register  once  in 
three  weeks,  out  qf  a  day-book,  in  which  entries  were 
made  immediately  after  Che  christening,  ^or  the  same  morn- 
ing ;  and  in  the  case  of  illegitimate  children,  to  insert  in 
the  entry  the  letters  B.  B.,  which  were  intended  to  signify 
>*  base  bom^V  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  then  offered 
in  evidence  the  day-book,  from  which  the  other  entry  was 
posted,  and  in  which  the  letters  B.  B.  were  inserted,  insist- 
ing that  it  was  4he  original  en^ry.  But  a  majority  of  the 
judges  present,  on  a  trial  at  bar,  were*  of  opinion,  that 
such  evidence  ought  not  to  be  received,  on  the  ground, 
that  there  could  not  be  two  registers  in  the  parish,  and 
that  the  one  first  produced  ought  to  be  taken  to  he  the 
true  register. — If,  indeed,  the  entry  in  the  day-book,  re- 
presenting the  plaintiff  as  illegitimate,  had  been  signed  by 
*the  reputed  father  or  the  mother,  or  made  under  their  di-  «  ^1^ 
rection,  such  evidence  would  have  been  admissible  as  tbf 
declaration  of  a  deceased  parent  on  a  question  of  legitima- 
cy ;  but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  in  the  absence  of  such  proof, 
the  entry  appeared  to  be  merely  a  private  memorandum 

O)Mayv,May,9Str,107t, 
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kept  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  clerk  to  make  Up  the 
register,  (and  of  that  nature  it  seems  here  to  have  been 
considered,)  in  that  case  it  could  not  be  received  as  the 
original  anthcntitated  entiy, 
Rolta  of  The  rolls  of  a  court  baron,  (which  is  the  court  of  (he  free^ 

^J^g,  holders,)  or  of  the  customary  court,  (which  is  the  copy- 

holders' court,)  are  evidence  between  the  lord  of  the  manor 
and  his  copyholders  or  tenants*  They  are  the  puUic  do- 
cuments by  which  the  inheritance  of  every  tenant  is  pre- 
servf^d,  and  the  records  of  the*  mador  court,  which  was 
anciently  a  court  of  justice  relating  to  all  property  within 
the  manor  (1).'  So -ancient  Writings,  not  properly  court 
rolls,  but  found  amon^  the  cour^rolls,  and  delivered  down 
from  steward  to  steward,  purporting  to  be  made  "  assensu 
omnium  tenentium,''  hav^  be^  admitted  as  evidence  to 
prove  the  course  of  descent  within  a  manor ;  and  this,  al- 
though they  were  not  signed  by  any.of  the  tenants  (2). 
And  an  entry  4n  the  court  rolls,  stating  the  several  customs 
within  the  manor  as  found  by  the  homage,  and  regulating 
the  descent  of  the  several  species  of  tenure,  was  in  another 
case  (3)  admitted  to  be  good  evidence  of  the  mode  of 
descent,  although  no  instances  were  shown  of  any  tenant 
•  having  in  fact  so  taken  under  the  custom.  "  It  cannot  be 
doubted,"  said  Lord  Kenyon,  **  that  this  evidence  was 
admissible,  for  tradition  and  the  received  opinion  arc  the 
lex  loci.  Here  was  full  proof  of  a  tradition  respecting  the 
custom  of  descent  in  this  mabor ;  it  was  the  solemn  opinion 
of  twenty-four  homagers,  whoabe  the  constitutional  judges 
♦316  of  the  court,  delivered  on  an  occasion  when  *they  were 

discussing  the  interests  of  all  the  tenants  of  the  manor." 
Upon  the  same  principle,  in  an  action  by  a  copyholder 
against  a  freeholder  of  a  manor  for  surcharging  the  com- 
mon (I),  an  old  writing,  found  among  the  muninlents  of 
the  manor,,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  by  many  of  the 

(1)  Oilb.  Ev.  67.    4  T,  R.  670.  5T.  R.  26.     Roe  dem.  Rennet  v. 

(-2)  Denn  dem.  Goodwin  v.  Spray,  Jeffery,  2  Maule  &  Selw.  92. 
I  T.  R.  4^6.  473.  (1)  CJiapman  v.  Cowlao,  13  £as^ 

(3)  Koe  dem,  Beebee  v.  Parker,  10. 
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copyholders,  stating  that  the  commoners  of  the  manor  had 
•an  ancient  unlimited  right  of  common,  but  that  they  had 

'agreed  to  a  certain' stint,  was  held  admissible  evidence  of 
the  reputation  of  the  manor  at  that  time,  as  to  the  general 
preso#ipUve  right  of  (Common,  against  the  limited  right  in- 
sisted on' -by  the  plaintiff;  and  althoiigh  it  was  not  proved 
that  the -instrument  had  been  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 
copyholders,  or  that'  the  plaintiff  held' the  copyhold  tene- 
ment undftr  any  one  of  those  who  had  signed^  yet  that  cir* 
cumstance  could  not  afib^t  the  admissibility  of  the  instru- 
ment, which  was  offered  in  evidence  not  on  the  footing  of 
.an  agreement,  but  as  evidence  of  tradition  and  thei^ceiv- 
ed  opinion  within  the  manor^  -       ;  '     ^ 

Terriers  are  of  two  kinds,  temporal  and  ecclesiastical.  Terrien. 
It  has  been  established  by  a  variety^of^^ses,  that  old  ter- 
riers or  surveys  of  a  manbrjare  evid^jaee  of  manorial  te- 
nures or  boundaries  (2),    Ah^  so,  anViccIcsiastical  terrier 

.  is  evidence  of  the  possession^ of  a.chunch,.if  it  has  been 
regularly  made  and -preserved  in  the  proper  repository* 
By  the  ecclesiastical  canons,  an.  inquiry  is  directed  t6.be 
^ade,  from  tim^  to  time,  of  the  temporal  right»of  the  cler- 
gyman in  every  parish,  and  to  be  returned  into  the  registry 
of  the  bishop.  This  return,  which  is  generally  signed  by 
the  minister,  is  denominated  a  terrier,  and  derivi^s  its  au-  > 
thprity  from^ being  found  either  in  the  bii^hop^s  register  of- 
fice (3),  or  the  registry  of  the  archdeacon  of  thetdiociesse  (4). 
Unless  it  comes  irom  one  of  these  repositories,  :it  cannot, 
in  general  be  admitted  *ih  evidence.     A  paper  therefore,  *  317 

purporting  to  be  a  terrier,  found  in  the  charter-chest  of  a 
college,  which  had  property  in  the  parish,  was  thought  to 
be  inadmissible  to  disprove  a  modus  (I).  However,  under 
particular  circumstances,  this  rule  has*  been  retaxed,  and 

« 

a  terrier  has  beep  admitted,  though  not  brought  from  one 
of  the  regular  repositories,  where  the  custody  in  another 

(2)  Gilb.  Ev.  69.  (4)  Potts    t.  Diirant,  4  GwOl. 

(3)  Atkins  V.   HattoD,  4  Gwill.     1450,  4. 

1406.  2  Autr.  98S.  S.  C.    4  GwiU.        (1)  4JQwiU.  H06.  • 
1593,  • 
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place  has  beep  satis&ctorily  explakied.  Thus  a  terrier, 
found  in  the  registry  of  the  deaa  and  chapter  of  Lichfiekl) 
was  admitted  to  be  evidence  against  one  of  the  prebeoda** 
ries  (2).  This  evidence  was  rejected  at  the  trial  -^  but  a 
new  trial  was  afterwards  granted  by  the  court  of  Sing's 
Bench,  on  the  ground,  that  the  evidence .  ought  to  have 
be^n  received,  as  there  appeared  to  be  a  proper  conne:iion 
between  the  terriers  and  the  place  where  it  was  found ; 
and  a  strong  corroboratirvg  circumstance  was^  tbftt  the  ter- 
rier was  found  annexed  to  an  old  leas^  of  the  prebend,  of 
nearly  the  same  date  (3).  But  when  the  custody  \s  merely 
private  and  unconnected  with  the  subject-matter,  the 
courts  have  never  gone  the  length  of  admitting  such  pa- 
pers in  evidence.  An  inslrument,  therefore,  purporting- 
H>  be  an  endowment  without  the  seal  of  the  bishop,  and 
another,  purporting  to  be  an  Inspezimus  of  the  former  un- 
der his  seal,  w^re  rejected,  because  they  came  out  of  the 
hands  of  a  private  person,  entirely  unconnected  with  the 
matters  contained  in  them  (4).  For  the  same  reason,  be- 
fore ancient  grants  can  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  private 
rights,  the  custody  in  which  they  have  be^n  kept,  ought  to 
be  satisfactorily  explained.  In  a  late  case,  a  grant  to  an 
abbey,  contained  in  a  manuscript  entitled-  *'  Secretum 
Abbatis,''  in  the  Bodleian  library  flt  Oxford,  was  rejected, 
as  not  coming  from  the  proper  custody  (5) ;  and,  on  the 
authority  of  this  case,  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  held,  that  an 
old  grant  to  a  priory,  bi^dught  from  the  CfMotiwi  manu- 
scripts in  the  British  Museum,  could  not  be  received,  as  it 
was  not  shown  that  the  possessitm  of  *the  grant  was  con^ 
nected  with  any  person  who  had  an  interest  in  the  es- 
tate^!). 

A  teml^r  is  strong  evidence  against  a  parson  ;  but  it  is 
never  admitted  for  him^  unless  it  be  signed  by  a  church- 
warden, or,  (if  the  churchwardens  are  nominated  by  bim,\ 


(2)  Miller  V.Foster,  4  Gwilh  1406.        (5)  MitcheH  v.  Rabbets,  died  3 

n.  Taant.  91. 

'3)  4  GwiH.  1453.         •  ^  (1)  Swinnertoh  y.  Marquis  ofStaf. 

:4)  Pott«  V.  Durant,  4  G  wS.  1450.  ford,  3  Taunt.  91. 
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by  some  of  the  substantial  inhabitant  of  the  parish  (3). 
Terriers  are  generally  signed  by  the  minister  of  thfe  pa- 
rish ;  bat  this  does  not  appear  to  be  essentially  necessary.  • 
In  a  lat^case  (3),  on  a  bill  filed  by  a  vicar  against  the  im- 
propriatriz  of  a  rectory,  for  agistment  tithe,  a  temer  was 
given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of»\he  vic&r,  signea  only  by 
Ae  churchwardens ;  it  w?^' objected,  first,  that  it  was  not  a 
terrier,  because  made  by  the  chiirchwardens  alone,  and  not 
signed  by  the  vicar ;  secondly,  that  even  supposing  it  to 
be  a  proper  terrier,  yet  that  it  could  not  be  ^mitted  lo 
evidence  in  that  cause  against\^the  rector,  a$  it  was  not 
signed  by  any  person  claiming  under,  or  on  the  part  of  the 
rector,  however,  the  court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  ter- 
rier was  admissible ;  that  such  ipiperfect  terriers  were  now 
uniformly  received;  that  the  terrier  in  question  was  signed  • 
by  persons  ^ho  w^re  in  no  respect  interested,  and  whose  ^ 
duty  it  was,  from  their  oiffitial  situation  to  aign  it ;  and  that 
the  want  of  the  vicar^$  signature  made  it  stronger , evidence 
in  favour  of  his  sucqe^sork 

The  ancient  books  of  the  herald's  office  (4),  and  their  Herald^ 
Tisitation-bopks  of  cotinties  (5),  are  evidence  on  a  question  ^°®^- 
of  pedigree* .  The  visitation-books  contain  the  pedigrees 
and  arms  of  the  nobility  of  the  kingdom  from  the  twenty- 
first  year  of  Henry  VHI.  to  the  latter  end  of  lite  seven- 
teenth century,  during  which  period  the  two  provincial 
kings  of  arms,  soon  after  their  investiture  in  office,  usually 
received  a  commission  under  the  great  seal,  authorizing 
*them  to  visit  the  several  counties  within  their  respective  *  31^ 

provinces,  "to  take  survey  and. view  qf  all  manner  of 
arms,  cognizances,  crests,  and  other  like  devices,  wi^h  the 
notes  of  the  descents,  pedigrees,  and  marriages  of  all  the 
nobility  and  gentry  therein  contained ;  and  also  to  reprove, 
control,  and  make  infamous  by  proclamation,  all  such  as 
unlawfully  and  without  just  authority  usurp  or  take  any 

(2)  Boll.  N.  P.  248.  (4)  King  dem.  Lord  Tbanet  v. 

(3)  Uiingworth  t.  Leigh,  4  Girill.    Foster,  2  Jod.  924. 

1«16.  (5)  Pitton  V.  Walter,  1  Sir.  161. 

Matthews  r.  Port,  Comb.  63, 


319  On  Public  Writings,  notjudictftl.      [Ch.  6. 

name  or  title  of  honour  or  dignity,'^  The  first  x>f  these 
commissions  was  issued  in  the  twenty-first  year  of  Henry 
f  VilL,  and  the  last  in  the  second  of  James  11.  (1)     From 

these  visitation-books,  entries  were  afterwards  n^de  iuto 
the  books  kept  at  the  College  of  Heralds. 

V^pe^ibaO.  A  license  from  the  Pope,  granted  in  the  reign  of  Ed* 
Ward  the  Second,  has  been  adjudged  to  be  evidence  of  an 
impropriation,  the  Pope  being  formerly  the  supreme  head 
of  the  church,  and  having  the  disposition  of  all  spiritual 
benefices  (2)«  For  the  same  reason,  a  Pope's  bull  was 
formerly  admitted  in  evidence,  to  show  that  monastery 
lands  had  a  special  exemption  from  the  payment  of 
tithes  (3). 

Corpora-  Corporaiion-books,  Containing  an  account  oi  the  pri- 

*  #  '  vileges  or  public  transactions  of  the  body,  are  evidence  in 
a  suit  between  the  several  members^  on  the  same  footing 
as  manor-books  between  the  tenants  of  a  manor.  But  they 
are  nqt  evidence  in  favour  of  a  corporation  to  support  a 
claim  of  right  against  a  strarl^er  (4)  (a) ;  and  before  they 
can  be  admitted  in  any  case,  it  ought  to  be  shown  that 
they  have  been  regularly  kept  by^the  proper  officer  of  the 
corporation.'  On  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto,  the  prosecutor  produoc^-in  evidence  a  book  writ- 
ten by  the  prosecutor's  clerk,?  i\ot  an  officer  of  the. corpo- 
ration, which  appeared  to  be  oi\ly-minutes  of  corporate  acts 
done  some  years  l>efore,  and>^  not  kept  as  a  public  book 

♦  38Q  of  the  corporation  ;  *this  evidence  was  rejected  at  the  trial, 

and,  on  a  motion  afterwards  for  a  new  trial,  th^  court  held 
that  it  had  be^n  properly  rejected.  ^'  Corporation-books," 
tixe  court  saidi  "  are  generally  allowed  to  be  given  in  ^vi- 

•v. 

(1)  See  First  Report  of  the  House  (3)  Lord  Clanricard's  case,  Pdm. 

of  CommoDB  on  the  PidAic  Records,  37. 

p.  88.  Appendix,  (c.  8.)  .4^4)  1  H.  Black.  214.  n.  (c.)  Maj- 

(S)  Cope  V.  Bedford,  Palm.  427.  or  of  London  y.  Mayor  of  Lynn. 


(a)  So,  they  are  not  evidence  in  favour  of  a  person  claiming  un-. 
der  the  corpnratioQ.  Jackson  d,  DannaUy  4*  o^ers,  v.  W(My  3 
Johns.  Rep.  226. 
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dence,  when  they  have  been  publicly  kept  as  such,  and 
when  the  entries  have  been  made  by  the  proper  officer ; 
not  but  that  entries  made  by  other  persons  may  be  good, 
if  it  be  shown  that  the  town-clerk  is  sick,  or  refuses  to  at- 
tend (1)  (a)." 

A  general  history  may  be  admitted,  says  Mr*  Just.  BuU  HStories. 
ler,  to  prove  a  matter  relating  to  the  kiogdom  at  large  (2). 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  St.  Katherine^s  Hospital,  Lord  Hal^ 
allowed  Speed's  Chronicles  to  be  evidence  of  a  particular 
point  of  history  in  the  time  of  Edward  III.  (3).  And  the 
same  book  was  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  death  of  Ed- 
ward the  Second's  queen,  in  the  case  of  Lord  Brodnker  v. 
Sir  R.  Atkins  (4),  where  Ch.  J.  Pemberton  said,  he  knew 
not  what  better  proof  they  could  have.  Histories,  how- 
f  ver,  it  is  admitted,  cannot  be  received  as  proof  of  a  pri- 
vate right  or  particular  custom  (5).     Camden's  Britannia 

^  was  therefore  rejected  on  an  issue,  whether  by  the  custom 
of  Droitwich  salt-pits  could  be  sunk  in  any  part  of  the  town^ 
or  only  in  a  certain  place  (6).  And  in  another  case  where 
the  question  was,  whether  a  particular  abbt;y  was  of  the 
inferior  order,  Dugdale's  Mcnasticon  was  refused,  because 
the  original  records  might  be  had  in  the  augmentation- 
office  (7).  So,  it  has  been  determined,  that  Dugdale's 
Baronage  is  not  evidence  to  prove  a  descent  (8). 
'  With  regard  to  the  proof  of  entries  in  public  books,  it  Proof  of  e^ 
is  now  clearly  seuled,  that  whery^er  an  original  is  of  a  boo^f 

public  nature  and  admissible  in  evidence,  an  examined  copy 

(1)  R.  ▼.  Motberaell,  1  Str.  92.        (4)  Skin.  14. 

IS.  ViD.  Abr.  Evidence,  (A.  b.  15.)  (5)  fiulK  N.  P.  248.    Coekmanr. 

pi.  16.  Mather,  1  Barnard.  14. 

(2)  Bull.  N.  P.  248.  (&)\  Salk.  282.     Skin.  623. 

(3)  1  Veotr.  151.    9ttuner  ▼.  Bur-  (T)  lb. 

mses  of  Droitwiob,  1  Salk.  282.        (8)  Fieicj's  case,  2  Jon.  164.  ^ 

Skin.  623.  S.  C. 

(a)  Ace.  Highkmd  Turnpike  Company  v.  M^Kean^  10  Johns* 
Rep,  164;  in  which  case  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  enough  to 
prove  the  book  to  be  tn  the  band-wntiDg  of  a  person  stated  in  the 
book  it^lC^  to  be  the  sectetarj ;  but  not  otherivis^  shown  to  b^ 
liK  proper  officer.* 

3  p  •  ^ 
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^will  equally  be  admitted  (1).  The  rule  is  necessary,  as 
well  for  the  security  of  the  instrument,  as  for  the  conve- 
nience of  the  public  Examined  copies,  th^iefore,  of  en- 
tries in  the  Journals  of  the  Lords  or  Commons  (2),  or  of 
entries  in  the  Bank  books  (3),  or  in  the  books  of  the  East 
India  Company  (4),  and  examined  copies  of  eairies  in  pa- 
rish registers,  or  io  the  books  of  assessments  made  by  the 
commissioners  of  land  tax  (5),  or  in  the  books  of  the  com^ 
missionefls  of  excise  (6),  or  in  the  court  rolls  of  a  manor  (7)^ 
and  in  other  cases  of  the  same  kind,  have  been  admitted  in 
evidence,  when  the  original  books  themselves  would  have 
been  adnissible  (a).  But  where  an  Original  is  of  a  private 
nature,  a  copy  will  not  be  evidence,  unless  the  original 
is  lost,  or  d^troyed,  or  in  the  possession  of  the  opposite 
party.  Thus,  the  copy  of  an  old  letter,  brought  from  the 
chest  of  a  corporation,  has  been  refused  (8).  In  one  case, 
indeed,  where  the  original  was  kept  in  the  Bodleian  libra* 
ry  at  Oxford^  and  by  the  statutes  of  the  university  not  re- 
movable, an  examined  copy  was  allowed  to  be  given  ia 
evidence  (9) ;  the  court  admitted  the  case  not  to  be  widiin 
the  general  rules  of  evidenc^  but,  under  the  particular 
circumstances,  permitted  the  copy  to  be  read  (A)* 

(1)  Per  Holt,  C.  J.  ia  Lynch  ▼.  (6)  t^Jarth.  346.    R.  v.  Commis- 
Gierke,  3  Salk.  153.    R.  ▼.  Haines,  tiooen  of  Land-tax,  ST.  R.  234. 
Comberb.  337.    Skin.  593.  S.  C.  (7)  Tutky  ▼•  Flower,  Comberb. 

(2)  Jones  t.  Randal,  Cowp.  17.  137.    R.   ^^  Haines,  ib.  337.,  per 
R.  ▼.  Ld.G.  Gordon,  2  Doug«^B83.  Holt,  C.  J.  Boe  dem<  Cfaurchwar- 

(3)  Marsh  t.  Colnet,  2  Esp.^.  P.  dens.of  CroydohT.  Cook,  5  Esp.  N. 
C.665.    Breton  V.  Coape,   Peake  P.  C.221.    . 

N.  P.  C.  30.  (8)  R.  T.  Gwyn,  1  Str.40l. 

(4)  2  Doig.-  593.  n.  (3).  (9)  Downes  v.  Moienian,  2Gwitt. 

(5)  R.  V.  King  and  others,  2  T.  R.  659.    Bunb.  189.  S.  C. 
234. 


(a)  Vide  ante,  311.  in  notis.  A  copy  of  an  entry  in  a  book 
kept  by  a  corporation,  is  not  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  cor- 
poration ;  an  examined  copy  must  be  produced.  Stoever  v.  Lei- 
ue  rf  Whitman,  6  Binney  416. 

{b)  It  may  not  be  improper,  in  this  place,'  to  take  notice  of  a 
species  of  writings,  which  fall  more  strictly  under  the  division  of 
fublic  vmikigsy  noijudiciaii  than  under  any  other  head,  that  if*. 


\ 
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The  judicial  records  of  the  king's  courts  are  safely  kept  Rccordr. 
for  the  puMic  convenience,  that  any  subject  may  have 
access  jfo  ihem  for  his  necessary  use  and  benefit ;  which  was 
the  ancient  law  of  England,  and  is  so  declared  by  an  act  of 


the  official  acts  of  public  notaries.     Although  there  may  be  cases 
in  which  the  certificate  of  a  notary  will  be  admitted  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  authenticating  the  judgment  of  a  foreign  prize  court ; 
(Vidfe  ante,  301.  n.)  yet  his  certificate  is,  in  general,  evidence  for 
no  purpose  whatever,  except  in  relation  to  foreign  bills  of  ex«       * 
change  ;  in  respect  of  which  the  non-payment  or  non-acceptance        * 
by  the  drawee  can  be  proved  by  no  other  evidence  than  the  pro- 
test ;    which    protest    proves    itself  without  further    evidence. 
Peake's  Ev.  74.  n.  22 1 .    Chdity  on  Bills,  290.  But  where  an  action 
was  brought  in  England  on  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon 
a  person  residing  in  that  country,  it  was  held  that  a  protest  was 
not  evidence,  and  that  the  presentment  should  be  proved  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  it  were  an  inland  bill,  or  promissory  note. 
Chesmer  v.  Koyes,  4  Campb,  129. 

Nor  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  or  in  any  other 
case,  is  the  master's  firotest  evidence  to  prove  the  loss  or  other 
point  tn  iflsue ;  but  it  is  admissible  to  contradict  the  evidence 
which  the  captain  who  made  it  may  have  given  at  the  trial.  And 
its  being  shown  by  the  insurance  broker  to  ^n  underwriter,  as  con- 
taining an  account  of  the  loss  for  which  the  insured  claimed,  .will  ?^ 
not  make  it  evidence  even  against  the  insured  whose  broker  thus 
produced  it.  Christian  v.  Coombe,  2  Etp.  Rep.  490.  Senat 
V.  Porter f  7  Term  Rep,  158.  Mardi^onlnswrgncej  716.  Scriba 
,v.  fn*  Co,  N.A.C,  C.  U.  S.  P.  Cody's  Marsh.  716.  c^  Hen^i^ 
stead  V.  Bird,  1  Day  9).  Miiler  vT  Ireland^  Tayl.  SOS.  Ma- 
rine Ins,  Co.  of  Alexasidria  v.  Stras^  1  Mvn.  408.  Lamalore  v. 
Core,  and  Winthrop  v.  Union  Ins,  Co,  Q.  C.  U.  S.  f.  Condy** 
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pariiamenl  in  the  forty-sixtb  year  of  Edward  the  Third  (1). 
Copy  of  in-  Some  restriction,  however,  of  the  general  right  of  inspect- 
dictment.  j^^  records  has  been  thought  necftssary  irfthe  case  of  an 
acquittal  on  a  prosecution  for  felony  ;  in  which  case,  if  the 
trial  is  at  the  Old  Bailey,  a  copy  of  the  indictment  cannot 
regularly  be  obtained  without  an  order  from  the  court ;  and 
it  is  a  common  practice,  on  the  circuits,  to  apply  to  the  conrt 
for  a  copy  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  This  practice  appears  to 
have  been  first  adopted  at  the  Old  Bailey,  in  pursuance  of 
an  order  made  by  some  of  the  judges,  for  the  regulation  of 
those  sessions  in  the  twenty-sixth  year  of  Charles  IL  (3). 
Jt  was  then  ordered,  "*•  that  no  copies  of  any  indictment 
for  felony  be  given  without  special  order,  upon  motion 
made  in  open  court,  at  the  general  gaol  delivery ',  for  the 
late  frequency  of  actions  against  prosecutors,  (which  cannot 
be  without  copies  of  the  indictment,)  deterreth  peoplefrom 
prosecuting  for  the  king  upon  just  occasions.'^  And  Lord 
Holt  has  laid  it  down  as  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  if  a 
person  be  indicted  for  felony  and  acquitted,  and  means  to 
bring  an  action  (without  sufiicient  cause),  the  judge  will  not 

permit  him  to  have  a  copy  of  the  record,  and  he  cannot 

• 

(1)  3  Inrt.  71.  Pref.  to  3d  Rep.,  realm,  every  prwoner  upon  his  ac* 
p.  3,  4.  <}uittal  has  an  undoiibted  rijcht  and 

(2)  DirectioDs  for  Justices  at  the  title  to  a  copy  of  the  record,  for  any 
Old  Bailey^  prefixed  to  Kelyof^'s  use  which  he  may  tkunk  fit  to  make 
Rep.  p.  3.^  order?.  See  Bcangam^s  of  it ;  and  that,  afterademnnd,  (h^ 
case^  1  I^ach  Cr.  C.  32.  in  this  proper  officer  might  be  punished  for 
case,  Willes,  C.  J.  is  reported  to  refusing  to  make  out  a  copy. 

have  said,  that,  by  the  laws  of  the  4 


Marsh.  716.  n.  A  protest  may  be  read  in  evidence  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  a  compliance  with  the  clause  of  the  policy,  providiDg 
that  payment  shall  be  made  within  thirty  days  after  proof  of  loss : 
it  is  a  proper  preliminary  proof,  though  not  evidence  at  the  trial. 
Lenox  v.  United  Ins,  Co.  3  Johns.  Cos.  224.  12t«Zfi  v.  Crardner^ 
C.  C.  U.  S.  P.  Condyfs  Momh.  716.  a.  In  Pennsylvania  and  South 
Carr>)ina4  however,  the  master's  protest  is  evidence  in  chief.* 
J^ixen  V.  Long.  1  DalL  6.  Story  v.  Streitel,  Id.  10.  Morgan  v. 
Ins.  Co.  of  North  America^  4  DaLL  456.  Eroram  v.  (rtmrd,  J 
Binnty  40.     Campbell  v.  Willianwm^  3  Bay  237. 
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b^ve  a  copy  without  leave  (3).  In  the  case  of  Vander- 
^coED^and  Abbot  (1^  the  prisoners  after  their  acquittal,  ♦323 

applied  for  copies  of  llie  several  indictments,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  assisting  ihcm  in  their  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  t 
die  court,  however,  refused  to  grant  them  copies,  but  Or- 
dered the  officer  to  read  over  the  indictments  slowly  and 
distinctly,  which  was  accordingly  done  {a). 

The  rule  of  the  judges  states,  that  an  action  agaiost  a 
prosecutor  cannot  be  maintained  without  a  copy  of  the 
indictment,  and  that  a  copy  is  not  to  be  given  without  an 
order  from  the  court ;  but  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  this, 
that  an  order  is  essentially  necessary  for  the  introduction 
of  a  copy  in  evidence,  or,  if  a  copy  were  ofiered  to  be  pro- 
jduced  without  an  order,  that  it  could  on  that  account  be 
properly  rejected.  The  admissibility  of  such  evidence  has 
been  determined  in  the  late  case  of  Legatt  v.  Tollervey  (2). 
On  the  part  of  the  plaintijGT,  in  that  case,  the  clerk  of  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions,  before  which  the  indictment  had 
been  tried,  produced  a  copy,  which,  for  want  of  an  order, 
was  not  allowed  to  be  read ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  in  con-^ 
sequence  nonsuited*  But  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  were 
of  opinion  that  the  evidence  ought  to  have  been  received^ 
and  set  aside  the  nonsuit.  ^^  It  is  very  clear,''  said  Lord 
EUenborough,  C.  J.,  "  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer, 
charge^  with  the  custody  of  the  records  of  the  court,  not  ta 
produce  a  record  but  upon  competent  authority,  which  at 
the  Old  Bailey  is  obtained  upon  application  to  the  court, 
pursuant  to  the  order  that  has  long  prevailed  there  *,  and, 
with  respect  to  the  general  records  of  the  realm,  upon  ap- 

(3)  In  the  case  of  Dr.  Groenvelt  ▼.        (1)  2  Leach  Cr.  C.  821 . 
Dr.  Bvrwell  and  others,  1  Ld.  Raym.        (2)  14  East  3Qt. 
253. 


(a)  Id  order  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the  indictment,  a  certificate  oi 
the  judge,  before  whom  the  indic^ent  was  tried,  is  necessary ; 
and  this  certificate  should  state,  not  merely  that  the  acquittal  was 
satisfactory,  but  that  he  thinks  a  copy  ought  to  be  granted.  The 
People  r.  PoyUon^  2  Caiites'  Rep.  202. 


• 
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plication  to  tbe  Attorney-G«neraU  But  if  the  Oj^er,  eveft 
without  authority^  shall  have  given  ^  copy  of  a  re<^PI,  or 
produce  the  original,  and  that  is  i^perly  proved  in  evi- 
dence,  I  cannot  say  that  such  evidence  ihall  not  be  receiv- 
ed. He  may  incur  the  penalty  of  his  contempt  of  the  court, 
and  may  be  warned,  at  the  time,  of  his  peril  in  so  doing, 
and  a  discreet  officer  placed  in  such  a  situation  would,  be- 
524  fore  he  ^produced  the  record,  or  gave  a  dopy  of  it,  apply 

to  the  court,  and  state  the  circumstances ;  and  it  cannot 
be  doubted,  that  he  would  be  saved  harmless  in  doing, 
what,'  after  such  disclosure,  the  court  should  order  him  to 
do.  But  still  I  cannot  help  thinking,  that  the  rule  laid 
down  by  Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee^  in  the  case  of  Jordan  v.  Lewis  ( 1 ), 
.  is  the  correct  rule.  The-order  made  at  the  Old  Bailey  wa$ 
there  read  by  way  of  objection  to  the  evidence  offered, 
J>uX  the  Chief-Justice,  in  that  case,  said,  that  he  cpuld  not 
refuse  to  let  the  plaintiff  read  the  copy  of  the  indicitnent, 
though  obtained  without  any  order  of  the  court  for  that 
purpose. 
'  The  rule,  which  has  been  before  mentioned,  is  confined 
to  cases  of  felony.  In  prosecutions  for  misdemeanors,  the 
defendant  is  still  entitled  to  a  copy  ot  the  ^ecord,  as  a 
matter  of  right,  without  a  previous  application  to  the 
court  (2).  So,  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  by  a  magistrate, 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  conviction,  in 
order  to  defend  himself  against  an  action  for  the  same 
offence ;  and  if  it  should  be  refused,  and  the  defendant  in 
consequence  sue  out  a  writ  of  certiora^ri,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  a  copy  and  making  his  defence,  the 
magistrate  will  be  compelled  to  pay  his  own  costs  of  re- 
turning the  conviction  (3).  The  conviction  may  be  drawn 
up  at  any  time,  before  the  return  to  the  certiorari  or  to  the 
sessions,  though  after  a  commitment  (4),  or  after  the  levy- 

(1)  2  Stra.  1122.  14  East  305.  n.  ed  from  MS.  in  Selw.  Ni.  Pri.  952. 
(a),  S.  C,  reported  from  Mr.  Fort's  f3)  R.  v.  Midlam,  3  Burr.  T721. 
MS.  (4)  Massej  v.  Johanoa,  12  East 

(2)  Morrison  v.  KcWt,  1  Black.  67.  92, 
Rep.  385.  Evans  v.  PhiJips,  report- 
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iog  of  the  penalty  (5).  And  the  conviction  returned  to 
the  sessions,  pr  to  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  is  the  only 
one,  of  which  those  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  (6). 

A  defendant  on  a  criminal  charge,  is  not  entitled  to  an 
inspection  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  prosecution  has 
*been  instituted.    In  some  species  of  treason,  indeed,  the  *  335 

juriaoner  is  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  indictment,  a  privilege 
not  allowed  by  the  common  law,  but  conferred  by  act  of 
parliament ;  but  neither  in  cases  of  treason,  nor  of  felony, 
has  he  any  right  to  a  copy  of  the  depositions  of  witnesses, 
who  are  to  appear  against  him*  So,  when  informations  are 
filed  by  the  Attorney-General,  on  depositions  taken  under 
the  excise  laws,  the  defendant  is  not  allowed  to  inspect* 
those  depositions*  And  in  a  case  where  an  information 
was  filed  against  an  officer  of  the  East  India  Company,  on 
charges  of  delinquency  founded  upon  the  report  of  a  board 
of  inquiry  in  India,  the.  court  of  King's  Bench  were  of  opi-^  ^ 
nion,  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  have  an  inspection 
of  that  report,  and  that  the  cour^  had  no  discretionsiry  pow- 
er to  grant  it  (!)•  '^  The  practice  on  indictments  at  com- 
mon law,  and  on  informations  upon  particular  statutes,'' 
said  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  on  that  occasion,  ^^  shows  it  to  be  ' 
clear,  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  inspect  the  evi- 
dence on  which  the  prosecution  is  founded,  till  the  hour  of 
trial."  It  has  been  observed  (2),  that  one  of  the  objects 
which  the  legislature  had  in  view,  -  in  passing  the  statutes 
relative  to  depositions  taken  by  magistrates  in  cases  of 
felony,  was  to  enable  the  judge  and  the  jury  before  whom 
the  prisoner  is  tried,  to  see  whether  the  witnesses  at  the 
trial  are  consistent  with  the  account  which  they  have  giv- 
en before  the  committing  magistrate  ;  it  seems  reasonable, 
therefore,  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  the  prisoner  or  an 
application  to  the  court,  should  be  allowed  to  see  the  de- 
position of  a  witness  called  to  give  evidence  against  him^ 
and  cross-examine  as  to  any  variance  or  inconsistency  in 
his  testimony* 

(5)  R.  T.  Barlur,  1  East  186.  (1)  R.  v.  HoDaad,  4  T*  R«  691. 

(6)  lb.  188.  (2)  See  aate,  p.  279.     , 
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Proceedings       Xhe  right  of  inspectiDg  the  proceedings  of  iaferibr  juris- 
^liMfactioiis.  dictions  is  more  limited.     It  caoDOC  be  necessary  fil#  the 
interests  of  the  public,  that  thej  should  be  op^i  for  inspec- 
tion to  all  persons  without  distinction ;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  seems  reasonable^  that,  in.  any  suit,  where  the  re- 
^  336  ^gularity  of  those  proceedings  may  come  into  question,  a 

party  should  have  the  power  of  taking  a  copy  of  such  as 
have  been  instituted  against  himself.  In  an  action  of  tres^ 
pass  and  false  imprisonmeiit,  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  wh^ 
had  been  sued  in  the  court  of  conscience  in  London,  the 
court  of  King^s  Bench  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  inspect  the 
proceedings,  so  far  as  they  related  to  the  suit  against  him- 
jself,  on  (he  ground  that  every  one  has  a  right  to  look  into 
the  proceedings  to  which  he  is  a  party  ( 1  )•  In  another  case, 
where  the  plaintiff  having  been  fined  for  neglect  of  duty, 
as  an  under-officer  to  the  commissioners  of  lieutenancy  for 
the  city  of  London,  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against 
the  defendant  for  distraining  upon  him,  the  court  granted 
the  plaintiff  a  rule  for  inspecting  and  taking  copies  of  the 
rates  and  assessments  made  by  the  commissioners  (2).  On 
the  same  principle,  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution 
and  false  imprisonment,  the  plaintiff  may  obtain  a  rule  for 
a  copy  of  the  information,  upon  which  he  was  committed ; 
and,  as  the  original  itself  ought  to  be  produced  at  the  time 
of  Ihe  trial,  the  court  will  also  grant  a  rule,  calling  upon 
the  committing  magistrate  to  cause  it  to  be  produced  (3). 

A  different  rule,  bo^vever,  was  adopted  by  the  court  in 
the  case  of  Dr.  Groenvelt  v.  Dr.  Burwell  (4),  and  in  Abery 
V.  Dickenson  (5).  The  first  of  these  cases  was  an  action 
for  false  imprisonment  against  the  defendants,  who  justified 
as  censors  of  the  college  of  physicians  by  virtue  of  their 
charter,  by  which  charter  they  have  power  to  fine  and  im- 
prison pro  non  bene  utendo  facultate  medicituB  ;  they  then  set 

(1)  Wilson  ▼.  Rogers,  2  Sir.  1242.    297;  Moodj^  v.  Thurston,  1  Sim. 

(2)  Edwards  V.  Vesej,  Rep.  temp.    304;  and  R.  v.  Comaiissioiien  of 
t                      Hard.  128.  Land-tax,  2  T.  R.  234. 

(3^  R.  V.  Smith,  1  Str.  126.  Welch        (4)  1  Ld.  Rajrm.  2S3. 464.  CarOi.* 
V.  Richards,  Barnes  468.  S.  P.    See    421.  491.  8.  C. 
alio  Herbert  t.  Aslmraer,  1  WUs.        (6)  Saj.  2d0. 


'    HH?"  '    ', 
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fordv  that  the  plaintiff  at  such  a  time  and  place  had  admi- 
Bistmd  uDwholesome  mediciDes  to  A.  B.,  and  so  justified 
the  taking  and  imprisoning*  The  counsel  fdr  the  plaintiff 
moved,  that  the  register  of  the  college  should  permit  the 
^plaintiff  to  have  copies  of  the  proceedings  and  judgment^  *  327 

to  enable  him  to  reply  to,  the  defendant's*  plea  in  justifica- 
tion ;  and,  in  support  of  the  application,  it  was  said  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  party  to  the  judgment,  and  therefore  had  a 
fight  to  a  copy,  and  that  it  is  the  usual  practice  if  an  ac- 
tion is  brought  for  a  false  return  to  a  mandamiis,  upon 
turhich  the  party  is  returned  to  Be  disfranchised,  that  the 
King's  Bench  will  make  an  order  for  the  plaintiff  to  have 
recourse  to  the  public  books.  But  the  coQrt  refused  a  ^ule, 
saying,  (as  Lord  Raymond  reports  the  case,)  '^  that  ihey 
could  not  oblige  the  college  of  physicians  to  permit  the 
plaintiff  to  have  a  copy  of  their  proceedings,  for  they  act 
in  a  judicial  manner,  by  authority  of  an  act  of, parliament ; 
and  therefore  it  shall  be  presumed  that  they  have  done 
right."  The  report  of  this  case  by  Carthew  differs  mate- 
rially from  that  by  Ld*  Raymond.  Carthew  reports,  that 
the  court  admitted  the  rule  for  inspecting  the  proceedings, 
to  be  usual'ibr  the  sake  of  evidence,  after  isaut  joined,  but 
not  by  way  of  assisting  the  party  to  plead*  The  reason 
given  in  Ld.  Raymond's  report,  (namely,  f'  that  the  pro- 
ceeding must  be  presumed  to  be  regular,  since  the  college 
acted  in  a  judicial  manner,  by  autbbrity,  of  an  act  of  par^ 
Hament,")  seems  to  proceed  upon  the  supposition  that  the 
proceedings  were  truly  and  correctly  set  out  in  the  defend- 
ant's plea ;  and  on  a  demurrer,  (which  admits  all  the  facts 
in  justification,)  that  reason  woukl  have  been  conclusive ; 
It  might  then  have  been  jusdy  said  against  the  demurrer, 
that,  the  defendants  having  shown  thehr^sLuthority  over  the 
plaintiff,  aud  the  fact  for  which  he  had  been  punished,  be- 
ing withiji  their  jurisdiction  as  censors,  and  not  traversable^ 
in  this  collateral  suit,  they  could  not  be  liable  to  an  action 
for  what  they  had  done  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdic- 
tion, and  in  the  dii&charge  of  their  judicial  powers^,     BM'if, 

instead  of  demurring,  the  plaintiff,  in  such  a  case^  had  ad-^ 
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mitted  the  warrant  under  which  the  defendants  arn|t< 
him,  and  replied  that  '^  they  had  committed  the  tre8{nss  of 
their  own  wrong  and  without  the  residue' of  the  caase  id- 
leged  in  their  plea,'^  it  would  then  have  been  competent 
*  32%  for  him  tb  show,  *that  the  defendants  had  efxceeded  their 

jurisdiction ;  and,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  be 
.    prepared  with  this  defence,  the  plaintiff  seems  to  have  been 
entitled,  at  least  after  issue  joined,  to  an  inspection  of  sudi 
proce/edings  as  had  been  instituted  against  |iimself*  ^ 

In  the  other  case,  before  referred  to^  of  Abery  v.  Dick- 
enson (1),  which  was  an  action  of  trespass  against  the 
defendant  for  taking  a  distress  for  a  penahy  under  an  order 
of  certain  commissioners,  the  court  of  King's  Bench  is  re- 
ported to  have  refused  the  rule,  on  the  ground  that  the 
commissioners  were  not  parties  to  the  suit.  The  same  ob- 
jection might  have  been  made  in  the  other  cases,  which, 
have  been  before  cited  (2) ;  but  the  court  there  allowed  an 
inspection,  (although  the  persons  who  had  the  custody  of 
the  goods,  were  not  parties  to  the  suit,)  because  the  plain- 
tiff, who  applied  for  the  rule,  was  the  object  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, under  which  the  defendants  had  acted.  The 
authorities  before  cited  seem,  therefore,  to  Atablish  the 
principle,  that,  if  proceedings  have  been  instituted  by  an 
inferior  jurisdiction,  the  party  affected  by  them  ought  t6 
be  allowed  to  take  a  copy  of  such  as  relate  to  himself,  in 
any  subsequent  suit,  in  which  the  regularity  of  those  pro- 
ceedings may  be  disputed. 
Bookt  of  Parish  registers,  books  of  the  India  Company  relating" 

J^^  ^  *  to  the  transfer  of  stock,  books  of  the  bank,  &c.  are  for 
some  purposes  considered  as  public  bodes ;  and  persons 
interested  in  them,  have  a  right  to  inspect  and  take  copies 
of  such  parts  as  relate  to  their  interest  (3)'.  So  the  books 
of  the  commissioners  of  the  lottery,  and  their  numerical 
Ksts,  are  of  a  public  nature ;  and  kept  by  the  .commis- 
'sioners  in  trust  for  the  ticket-holders,  who  are  entitled  to 


'VS  Sfty.  250.  Raym.  851.    Warriner  v.  Giles,  S. 

(t\  See  cases  cited  io  p.  326.  Stra.  954.      Mayor  of  Londoo  t. 

(3)    Geery  v.  Hopkins,  2  Ld.    Swioland,  1  Bamadist  455. 
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an  iupectioo,  by  rule  of  court  (4).    But  access  is  not  al^ 

*lowed  to  such  parish  books  ^as  are  kept  only  for  the  pri-  *  339 

Tmte  use  of  the  parish,  and  relate  to  their  private  interests. 

An  inspection  was  for  that  i*eason  refused,  in  an  action  of 

ejectment  by  an  impropriator  against. the  churchwardens 

of  a  parish,  where  a  rule  was  applied  for,  on  the  part  of 

the  plaintiff,  suggesting,  that  the  parish  books  would  make 

the  titles  appear,  and  that  they  were  the  common  books 

belonging  to  the  parish  at  large ;  but  the  couvt  were  of 

opinion,  that,  when  the  person  claims  a  distinct  interest 

from  that  of  the  {)arish,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  compel  the 

parish  to  discover  their  title  by  showing  their  books,  which 

are  kept  only  for  their  own  use  (1),    For  the  same  reason 

a  public  company  will  not  be  compelled  to  produce  any 

books  relating  to  their  private  transactions  (2). 

Nor  will  access  be  granted  to  the  books  of  public  offices, 
in  ccdiateral  actions  brought  by  persons,  who  have  no  in* 
terest  in  the  books ;  therefore,  in  a  qui  tarn  action  for  pe« 
xialties  against  a  clerk  in  the  post-office  for  interfering  in 
the  election  of  a  member  of  parliament,  the  prosecutor  was 
not  allowed  to  have  a  rule  for  inspecting  the  books  of  the 
post-office^  as  the  cause  did  not  relate  to  any  transaction 
in  the  post-office,  for  which  transactions  alone  those  books 
^  are  kept(3)«  Nor  will  the  coart  grant  a. rule  for  inspect- 
ing the  custom-house  books,  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing 
evidence  in  an  action  between  two  persons  who  have  no 
interest  in  the  subject«matter,  concerning  the  amount  of  a 
particular  branch  of  the  public  revenue  (4). 

The  court  rolls  of  a  manor  are  kept  in  the  custody  of  Court  rolls, 
the  lord  or  his  steward^  not  for  the  use  of  the  lord  alone, 
but  as  the  common  evidence  of  the  manorial  rights,  to 
which  evidence  all  the  tenants  of  the  manor^  whether  copy- 
*hold  or  freehold,  have  an  undoubted  right  of  access,  as  *  330 

(4)  Schinotti  t.  Bmnstead   and  (9)  ShdHog  ▼.  Farmer,  1  Stra.64e. 

othen,  36  G.  3.,  cited  from  a  MS.  Murray  ▼.  Thomhill,  2  Stra.  717. 

case  in  2  Tidd.  Prac.  596.  (3)  Crew  q.  t.  ▼.  Blackbom,  cited 

(1)  Cox  r.  Copping,  6  Mod.  396.  1  Wils.  240.    2  Stra.  1005.  S.  P. 

1  Ld.  Rajm.  337.  Lewis  y.  Baker,  (4)  AUierfoId  ▼.  Beard,  2  T.  R,«.v 

1  Baniart&it.  100.  Tamer  ▼.  Gethin,  614.  616. 
Vm.  Ab.  tit,  Eyideiice,  (F.  b.)  pi.  1 1. 
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well  in  actions  between  the  tenants  and  the  lord,  as 
tween  the  tenants  themselves  (1)  ;  and  it  is  now  a  matter  of 
coiirse  to  grant  a  rule  for  the  inspection  of  the  court  rolls 
and  ancient  writings  of  a  ms^nor,  on  the  application  of  a 
tenant,  who  has  been  refused  by  the  lord.  But  this  privi* 
tege  is  confined  to  the  tenants  of  the  manor,  and  cannot 
extend  to  third  persons  who  have  no  concern  or  connexion 
with  the  manor  c6urt  or  the  court  rolls.  Thus  in  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass,  where  the  question  was,  whether  the 
place,  in  which  the  trespass  Was  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, was  within  the  manor  of  the  plaintifl^  or  part  of  a 
manor  claimed  by  the  defendant,  the  court  held,  that  the 
defeqdant,  who,  as  it  appeared  from  his  affidavit,  was  not  a 
tenant  of  the  plaintiff's  manor,  nor  claimed  any  interest 
vnder  him,  could  not  be  entitled  to  an  iaspectioh  (2). 
And  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  the 
question  is  on  the  custom  of  a  manor  between  the  lord  and 
a  stranger,  the  lord  shall  not  be  obliged  to  let  him  have  an 
inspection  of  the  rolls,  because,  in  any  dispute  with  a 
.  stranger,  they  may  be  considered  as  his  private  evidence  ; 
but  if  the  dispute  is  between  tenants  of  the  manor,  or  be- 
tween the  lord  and  a  tenant,  the  lord  shall  produce  the  roll, 
and  permit  copies  to  be  taken. 
(Corporation  ,  Corporation  books  are  open  to  the  members  of  the  cor-  • 
^   *  poration,  as  court  rolls  are  to  the  tenants  of  a  manor*. 

*  331  *Thus,  where  a  mandamus  had  been  granted  Jo  admit  a 

person  into  a  corporation,  and  by  the  return  it  appeared 
to  be  a  question,  whether  the  master,  under  whom  he  had 

(1)  Roe  V.  Ajlmer,  Barnes  236.  MS.  (by  Buller,  J.  3.  T.  R.  142. 
Holbson  v.  Parker,  ib.  237.  Addinii^-  Smitn  v.  Davies,  1  Wils.  104.  Bp. 
ton  ▼.  Clode,  2  Black.  Rep.  1030.  of  Hereford  ▼.  Duke  of  Bridgewater, 
Folkard  v.  Hemet,  ib.  1061.  R.  v.  Bunb.  tS9.  Attorney-General  t. 
SheUey,  3  T.  R.  I41.  City  of  Co:reotry,  Bunb.  290. 

(2)  Talbot  T.  Villeboys,  cited  from 

*  By  atat.  32  G.  3.  c.  58.  t.  4^  a  penalty  oC  a  hundred  pounds  k  incurred 
by  any  officer  of  the  corporation,  having  the  custody  of  the  corporatMn  re> 
cords,  who  shall  refute  to  allow  any  other  officer  or  member  to  inspect 
books  and  papers,  wherein  are  entered  the  admission  or  sweating  in  of  the 
freemen,  burgesses,  or  members  of  the  corporatioDi  and  to  take  copioa  or 
minutes  of  such  admission,  kc. 
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served,  had  been  admitted  to  his  freedom  in  (he  corpora* 
tion,  a  rale  was  moved  for,  on  the  part  of  the  person 
daimtng  admission,  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion ;  and  Uie  court  held  that  every  member  has  a  right  to 
inspect  and  take  copies  of  corporation-books  for  any  mat- 
ter that  concerns  himself,  even  in  a  dispute  with  strangers ; 
\>ut,  as  the  return  had  pointed  out  the  necessity  6{  inspect- 
ing them  for  a  particular  purpose,  the  rule  should  be  con- 
fined to  such  books  as  contained  the  admissions  of  free- 
m4pr(l^).  So,  where  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  had  been  obtained,  at  the  relation  of  corporators, 
against  a  person  charged  with  unlawfully  holding  a  corpo- 
ration-office, the  court  held  that  these  relators  were  entitled 
to  inspect  die  books,  and  that  the  rule  should  be  limited 
to  the  inspection  of  such  papers  as  related  to  the  subject- 
matter  itf  discussion  (2). 

This  right  of  inspecting  the  muniments  of  a  corporation 
is  confined  to  the  members  of  the  corporate  body.  A 
stranger  has  no  better  right  to  inspect  corporation-books, 
than  40  inspect  the  books  of  any  private  person.  On  a 
prosecution  against  a  persoh  for  practising  physic,  (not 
being  a  member  of  the  college  of  physicians,  nor  having  a 
license,  nor  being  a  graduate  of  either  university,)  the  der 
fendant  moved  for  leave  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  college 
of  physicians,  but  the  court  refused  to  grant  the  rule,  as 
the  defendant,  who  was  not  a  opember,  had  no  right  to  see 
the  books  (3).  And  in  an  action  of  trespass,  where  the 
defendant  justified  under  a  corporatidh  for  distraining  for  a 
toll,  the  court  refused  a  similar  rule  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
*was  a  stranger  to  the  corporation  (1 ).  A  different  practice  *  332 

was  at  one  time  introduced  in  courts  of  law  (9),  upon  the 
ground,  that,  on  filing  a  bill  for  disclosure  in  a  court  of 

(1)  Per  Cur.  in  R.  ▼.  Fraternity  of  (1)  Cited  by  De  Grey,  C.  J.  in 
Hostmen  in  Newcastle,  S  Stra.  1222.  Hodces  t.  AOdt,  3  Wib.  308.,  and 

(2)  R.  T.  Babb,  3  T.  R.  579.  per  Lawrence,  J.  in  8  T.  R.  504. 
Crew  q.  t.  t.  Saunden,  2  Stra.  10Q5.  Mayojr  of  Soutbaapton  t«  Graves, 
Corporation  of  Banatable  v.;LAtbey,  8  T.  R.  590. 

3  T.  R.  303.  ^  (2)  MajTor  of  Ljnn  v.  Denton,  1 

(3)  Dr.  West's  case,  cited  1  Wils.  T.  R.  689.  Corporation  of  Bam- 
S49.  stable  ▼.  Lathej,  3  T.  R.  303. 
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equity,  an  inspection  would  be  granted  as  a  matter  of 
course,  and  that  it  would  only  cause  unnecessary  expense 
to  send  them  into  that  court.  But  this  practice,  which  was 
not  warranted  by  earlier  authorities  (3),  nor  conformable 
to  the  practice  of  courts  of  equity,  has  been  long  disc(m- 
tinued ;  and  the  rule  of  law  now  established  is,  that  in 
disputes  between  several  members  of  the  corporation  an 
inspection  of  the  corporation- books  will  be  granted,  be« 
cause  each  has  a  right  to  see  them ;  but  an  inspection  wiD 
not  be  granted  in  the  case  of  a  corporation,  when  a  sim^ 
inspection  would  be  refused,  if  the  suit  were  between  pri« 
vate  persons.  No  distinction  is  to  be  made,  in  this  respect, 
between  a  corporation  aggregate  and  a  corporation  sde, 
nor  between  a  corporation  sole  and  a  private  person,  suing 
in  his  individual  capacity  (4). 

The  rule  for  inspecting  court-scrfls,  corporation*books, 
and  other  public  writings,  will  not  be  allowed,  where  the 
party  who  has  them  in  his  custody,  would,  by  producing 
them  for  inspection,  disclose  any  evidence  of  a  criminal 
nature,  or  expose  himself  to  a  prosecution.  On  an^nfor^* 
mation,  therefore,  against  several  persons,  for  executing 
an  office  of  trust  without  taking  the  oaths,  the  court  refused 
a  motion  for  leave  to  inspect  some  books  kept  by  the  de- 
fendants, in  which  they  had  entered  their  electioiis,  re- 
ceipts, and  disbursements,  as  it  would  have  compelled  them 
to  give  evidence  against  ||iemselves  in  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion (5) :  and  a  similar  motion  was  refused,  on  an  infor- 
mation against  two  overseers  for  making  a  rate  without  the 
*^33  *concurrence  of  thcxhurchwardens  (1).     Another  case  to 

the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Dr.  Pumel  (2), 
where,  on  an  information  against  the  defendant,  for  a 
misdemeanour  in  his  office  of  vice-chancellor  of  the  uni- 
versity of  Oxford,  a  rule  for  taking  a  copy  of  the  university- 

(3)  Dr.  West's  case,  cited  1  Wils.  (5)  R.  v.  Mead,  2  Ld.  Rajiii.  9J7. 
240.  R.  T.  Dr.  Bridgeman,  2  Stra.  R.  t.  Worsenham,  1  Ld.  Rajm. 
1903.  Mayor  of  Exeter  v.  Coleman,  706.  R.  t.  Cornelius,  2  Stra.  1210. 
Barnes  238.  Hodges  v.  Atkis,  3  (1)  R.  v.  Lee,  cited  1  Wib.  S40. 
Wife.  39S.  (^)  1  Wilt.  239. 

(4)  8  T.  R.  693. 
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statutes,  in  the  care  of  the  keeper  of  the  archives,  was 
refused  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  after  great  con- 
sideration ;  and  the  prbiciple,  that  no  man  shall  be  bound 
to  accuse  himself,  .was  fuUy  recognised.  This  principle  will 
oot  apply  to  the  case  of  informations  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto,  for  usurping  a  franchise  or  introding  into  a  cor- 
poration-dffice ;  for  such  informations,  although  originally 
and  strictly  criiAinal  methods  of  prosecution,  are  applied  to 
die  purpose  of  trying  civil  rights,  and.are  considered  at  pre- 
sent as  m'erely  civil  proceedings.  On  an  information,  there- 
fore, exhibited  ^t  the  relation  of  a  mejnber  of  a  corporation, 
against  a  pensou  for  unlawfully  executing  an  office,  the 
relator,  who  as  member  has  a  right  and  interest  in  the 
books  of  the  corporation,  may  obtain. an  inspection^ and 
copy  of  such,  and  such  only,  as  relate  to  the  subject  matter 
in  discussion  (3), 

The  motion  for  a  rule  to  in^ct  and  take  a  copy;  where 
an  aclioa  is  depending,  is  founded  on  an  affidavit  stating 
the  circumstances  under  ^hich  the  inspection  is  claimed ; 
as,  (where  a  party  applies  for  the  inspection  of  court^mlls,) 
that  he  is  tenant  of  the  manor,  and  that  an  application  has 
been  made  to  the  lord  or  bis  steward,  for  leave  to  make 
the  required  inspection^  which  they  refused  (4)  ;  and,  on 
such  an  affidavit  the  rule  will  be  made  absolute  in  the  first 
instance  (5). 

With  regard  to  the  proper  stage  of  the  proceedings  for 
making  the  application,  the  court  has  refused  the  motion 
in  an  action  against  a  corporation  upon  a  right  of  toll,  6e- 
^caiise  issue  was  not  jamedy  so  that  it  could  not  appear,  *  3^4 

whether  an  inspection  would  be  necessary  ( 1  •)  And  in  the 
ease  of  Dr.  Groenvelt  v.  Dr.  Burwell,  before  mentioned, 
where  the  plaintiff  applied  for  a  copy  of  the  proceedings 
instituted  against  him  by  the  college  of  physicians,  the 
court  admitted  the  rule  fdr  inspe(:ting  the  proceedings  ta 
be  usual,  for  the  sake  of  evidence,  after  issue  jointd^  but 

(3)  R.  T.  Babb,  3  T.  R.  579.  (1)  Hodges  t.  Atkifl,  3  V^ils.  99it 

?4)  Roe  y.  Aylmar,  Barnes  236.    2  BJack.  Rep«  677.,  9.  C. 
(6)  R.  V,  Shelley,  3  T.  R.  141. 
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not  by  way  of  assisting  die  parly  to.  plead  (8).  If  a  mk 
has  been  granted  to  show  cause,  why  a  mandamus  should 
npt  be  awarded)  the  court  will  not  make  a  rule  Cor  inspect- 
ing and  taking  copies,  until  ibe  £ne  rale,  is  made  absolute, 
and  a  return  is  made  to  the  mandamus  (3);  and  it  has 
been  thought  the  most  convenieiit  practice,  where  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  qoo  warranto  infonaation  has  been  obtained,  i^ot 
to  grant  an  inspection,  until  the  information  is  granted  (4)« 
If  no  action  is  depeijiding,  the  proper  motion  is  fbr  a 
rule  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  com- 
manding the  officer,  who  has  the  custody  of  the  books,  to 
permit  the  party  to  inspect  and  take  a  copy.  The  affida-^ 
vitj  upon  which  this  mention  is  founded^  ought  to  state  clear- 
ly the  right  under  which  the  inspection  is  claimed*  la 
a  case  of  this  kind,  where  an  insppction  of  the  court*rolls 
of  a  manor  was  applied  for,  the  party  stated  in  his  affida* 
vit  a  prima  facie  title  to  a  copyhold  of  Uie  man<w ;  and  the 
court  of  Kiog^s  Bench  held,  that  as  he  was  clearly  entided 
to  the  cc^yhold,  unless  it  had  been  conyeyed  away  by 
those  under  whom  he  claimed,  he  had  a  right  to  see  whe- 
ther any  such  conveyance  appeared  on  ihe  roUs,  and  vtbe 
court  therefore  made  the  rule  absolute,  so  far  as  cefeted  to 
the  copyhold  lands,  the  subject  of  the  party's  claim  (5)«  • 


3 


ft)  Carthew  421.  3  T.  R.  581.    R.  v.  Hollister,  Rep. 

^3;  Per  Cur.  in  R.  t.  Justices  of  temp.  Hard.  345. 

Surrj,  Sajr.  144.  (5)  R.  v.  Luca4,  10  Evt  S35.; 

(4)  Per  Ashurst,  J.  in  tl.  v.  Babb,  and  see  3  T.  R.  142. 
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V 

Of  the  Proof  of  Private  Writings* 

The  next  branch  of  our  subject,  which  remains  to  be  con- 
sidered, relates  >  to  private  writings.  In  treating  of  thifi. 
part  of  written  evidence,  we  shall  not  attempt  to  describe 
the  various  kinds  and  requisites  of  private  writings,  which 


Sect  1 .]  Of  the  Froff  of  Deedsi  33fl 

would  far  exceed  the  limits  of  the  present  work,  but  shall 
Consider  only  two  of  the  principal  kinds,  deeds  and  tfills. 
The  method  of  proving  these  is  the  subject  of  the  follow- 
ing chapter ;  and  the  two  succeeding  chapters  will  tre^at 
shortly  of  the  requisite  of  stamping,  and  of  the  admissibi* 
iity  of  parol  evidence  to  explain  written  iq||^uments. 


Sect.  t.  . 

Of  the  Proof  of  Beedss 

If  any  deed  or  other  writing,  necessary  to  be  produced  Sabpcena 
€it  the  trial  of  a  cause,  is  in  the  possession  of  a  third  per-  ^^*^  Medina; 
son,  the  legal  process  for  compelling  him  to  produce  it  is 
by  suing  out  a  writ  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum,  (to  enforce 
his  personal  attendance,)  and  inserting  a  special  clause^ 
called  a  duces  tecum,  which  specifies  the  writings  required^ 
and  commands  him  to  produce  them  Bt  the  tfiah     The 
writ  of  subpoena  duces  tecum,  like  some  other  writs  of 
undoubted  antiquity,  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  registrom 
bravium ;  but  it  can  be  traced  in  practice  as  &r  back  as  the 
time  of  Charles  II.,  and  probably  existed  much  earlier,  as 
such  a  compulsory  process  is  essential  to  the  constitution  of 
courts  of  justice.     A  witness,  served  with  this  subpoena,  is 
obliged  to  attend ;  and,  though  it  will  be  a  question  for 
the  consideration  of  the  judge,  whether  he  ought  to  be 
compelled  to  produce  the  writings  in  his  possession,  yet  un- 
doubtedly he  ought  to  be  re&dy  to  produce  them,  if  order^t 
ed  by  the  court  (a)  ;  and,  in  case  of  disobedience  without 
sufficient  *cause,  will  be  liable  to  an  attachment,  or  tef  a  *  3^ 

special  action  for  damages  ( 1  )•     If  the  writing,  which  he  is        '         * 
called  upon  to  produce,  would  have  a  tendency  to  subject 

(1)  Amej  T.  Loog,  9  East  4TX 

■■  ■■  ■  '        .  r  ^      I        I'l  ■         It, 

(a)  Vide  ante,  12.  n.  (6). 

3  i« 
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kim  to  a  criminal  chaise,  or  to  a  penalty,  or  any  kind  of 
ferfeitnre,  the  court  will  excuse  him  from  produciag  it,  a9 
well  a«  frocn  aruswering  any  question  of  the  same  tendency ; 
but,  from  aiial(^  to  the  rule  respecting  parol  testivaosy, 
(and  &ere  seems  to  be  no  ^ood  reason  for  allowing  a 
greater  privifaige  in  the  one  case  than  in  the'other,)  Jie 
would  not  be  excused  from  producing  a  paper  in  his.poB- 
session,  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  on  the  ground  that 
it  might  establish,  or  tend  to  establish  against  him  the  fiaict 
of  his  being  in  debt,  or  subject  to  a  civil  suit  (3). 
Sotice  to  If  writings  are  in  the  possession  of  a  party  to  the  suit, 

P"^*****  the  other  party  has,  in  general,  no  m^ans  of  compelling 
their  production ;  and  the  utmost,  therefore,  that  can  be 
expected  of  him,  in  such  circumstances,  is  to  give  the  beat 
evidenee  which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits*  In  some 
instances,  indeed,  where  the  writing  is  deposited  in  the 
puatody  of  a  defendant,  as  a  trustee  for  all  parties  inte- 
reked,  courts  of  law  will  order  him  to  furnish  tte  plaintiff 
with  a  copy,  and  pix)duce  the  original  at  the  trial.  Thusi 
in  an  action  for  a  stakt  won  at  a  horse-race,  the  defend- 
ant, who  was  the  stake-holder,  was  ordered  to  produce  a 
copy  of  the  racing  articles,  without  which  the  pkiAtiiT 
could  not  proceed  (3.)  So,  in  a  late  case,  in  an  action  <^ 
covenant,  the  coiirt  of  Common  Pleas  granted  the  plaintiff 
a  rule  for  taking  a  copy  of  an  indenture  of  assignments^  a 
lease,  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  as  the 
only  part  of  the  indenture  which  had  been  executed,  waa 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  (4) ;  the  parties,  in  this 
case,  having  executed  one  part  only  of  the  indeotare,  in 
order  to  save  the  expense  of  double  stamps,  the  court 
thangbt  it  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the  party,  who 
*  337  *had  the  custody,  undertook  to  produce  the  deed,  when 

necessary,  for  the  use  of  the  other  contracting  party* 
And,  upon  the  same  principle,  in  an  action  by  seamen  to 

(^  SM^tat.46G,a.«.  37.  ante,        (^  BUOmj  v.  ftotec,  X  TaunC* 

(3)  GracewQod  v.  — -,  Sanies 
439. 
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"recover  wages,  the  defendant  is  cooipellable  to  produce 
the  ship's  articles  (1) ;  for,  the  contract  for  wages  always 
remains  in  the  possession  of  the  master,  and  the  statutes 
(which  require  a  written  agreement  in  the  case  of  foreign 
▼oyages  (2)^  and  in  the  case  of  certain  vessels  employed  in 
the  coasting  trade  (3),)  expressly  enact,  tbat  where  it  be- 
comes necessary  to  produce  the  contract  in  court,  no  obli-  n 
gation  shall  lie  on  the  seamen  to  produce  it,  but  on  the 
master  or  owners  of  the  ship ;  and  that  no  seaman  shall 
fail,  in  any  suit  or  process  for  the  recovery  of  wages,  for 
want  of  its  production. 

In  an  action  between  the  plaintiff  (a  factor)  and  defend- 
ant, (a  grazier),  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  on  the  motion 
of  the  defendant,  made  a  rnle  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
cause,  why  he  should  not  produce  at  the  trial  the  several 
book»,.in  which  he  entered  the  amount  of  beasts  sold,  and 
of  money  received  on  the  defendant's  account ;  and,  np 
cause  being  shown,  the  rule  wasjigade  absolute  (4).  The 
rule  which  Lord  Mansfield  laid  d<^v^  in  s^ucb  cases,  is  said 
to  be,  that,  wherever  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a 
discovery,  he  should  have  it  in  a  court  of  law,  without 
going  into  equity  (5)  (a)«     In  causes  on  policies  of  insa* 

^1)  Johnson  v.  Lewellyn,  6  Esp.     1139.    Ward  v.  Apprice,  6^  Mod. 
fr.  p.  C.  101.    1  Taimt.  389.  liop.  fM.  cootm. 


«)  St.  31  G.  3.  c.  39.  K.'tf.  1  Tfdd.  Pr.  68S. 

(4)  Goater  t.  Naonely,  2  Stra. 


2)  St.  2  6.  2.*c.  36.  (5)  Barry  t.  Alexanderi  25  G.  3. 


(a)  By  the  15th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  the  U.  S.  it  is 
provided  that  the  courts  of  the  U.  S.  '*  Shall  have  power  in  the 
trial  of  actions  at  law,  on  motion  and  due  notice  thereof  being  giv« 
en  I  to  require  the  parties  to  produce  books  or  writings  in  their 
possession  or  power,  whipb  contain  evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue, 
in  cases  and  und^r  circumstances  where  they  might  be  compelled 
to  produce  the  same  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  proceeding  in 
chancery  ;  and  if  a  plaintiff  shall  fail  to  comply  with  such  order, 
to  produce  books  or  writings,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  courts  re- 
spectively, on  motion,  to  ^ive  the  like  judgment  for  the  defendant 
^  in  cases  of  nonsuit ;  and  if  a  defendant  shall  fail  to  comply  with 
such  order,  to  produce  books  or  writings,  it  shall  be  lawfiil  for  the 
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ranee,  it  is  now  the  common  practice  to  obtain  a  judge*s 
order,  calling  upon  the  assured  to  produce  to  the  underwri- 
ters, upon  affidavit,  all  papers  in  the  possession  of  the  for- 
mer relative  to  the  matters  in  issue  {h) ;  and  if  the  one 
party-  is  not  content  with  such  papers  as  are  produced  un- 
der the  order,  the  other  party  will  be  obliged  to  make  an 
affidavit,  denying  the  relevancy  of  those  which  he  with- 
*  338  holds  (6).     This  *practice  has  been  adopted  for  its  great 

convenience,  as  it  saves  the  delay  and  expense  of  a  bill  in 
equity.  But  the  practice  in  Chancery  invariably  is,  that 
a  party  is  entitled  only  to  extracts  of  letters,  if  the  other 
party  will  swear  that  the  passages  extracted  are  the  only 
parts  relating  to  the  subject-matter  (1). 

But,  in  general,  one  partv  has  not  the  means'  of  com- 
pelling the  other  party  to  produce  any  writings  in  his  pos- 
session, however  necessary  they  may  be  for  the  prosecu- 
tion of  his  suit.  If  such  evidence  is  required,  the  rule, 
both  in  civil  and  i|)  crrftiinal  cases  (2),  is  to  give  the  op- 
posite party  or  his  atfo^A'oy  (3)  a  regular  notice  to  produce 

(6)  Clifford  t.  Taylor,  1  Taunt.  (3)  The  Attoraej-Geoeral  r.  JLe 

167.     Goldacbmidt  v.  Manryat,   1  Merchant,  2  T.  R.  201.  n. 

Camph.  665.  (8)  1  T.  R.  2d3.  d.  Catw  q.  t.  ▼. 

(1)  1  Taunt.  167.  Winter,  3  T.  R.  306. 

courts  respectively,  on  motion  as  aforesaid,  to  give  judgment  against 
him  or  her  by  default."  Tbe  act  does  not  designate  to  whom  the 
potice  sbaH  be  given,  but  the  court  will  always  keep  the  cause  un- 
der their  controi  for  the  purposes  of  substantial  justice,  and  never 
suffer  either  paUy  to  be  entrapped.  If,  for  instance,  notice  is  serv- 
ed on  an  attorney,  where  his  client  lives  at  a  ^eat  distance,  this  will 
always  be  deemed  a  sufficient  reason  to  postpone  the  trial,  till  a 
full  opportunity  has  been  afforded  ibr  the  attorney's  communica- 
ting; the  rule  to  the  client.  If,  likewise,  the  court  find  that  the 
fleeds  are  actually  on  record,  they  will  not  indulge  the  party  with 
a  rule  for  producing  them,  merely  as  a  cheap  mode  of  procuring 
evidence.     Geyger's  Lessee  v.  Gcyger^  2  DaU,  332^ 

{b)  Such  a  rule  was  granted  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case 
9f  LaTorence  v.  Ocean  Insurance  Co.  1 1  Johns.  Rep*  246,,  where 
thl^  form  of  the  rule  is  given. 
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ihe  origiDal  {a)  ;  notj  that  on  proof  of  the  notice  he  is  com- 
pellable to  give  evidence  against  himself,  or  that,  if  he  re- 
fuses to  produce  the  papers  required,  such  a  circumstance, 
is  to  be  considered  as  conclusive  against  him  (4),  but  the 
consequence  will  merely  be,  that  the  other  party,  whobas 
done  all  in  his  power  to  supply  the  best  evidence,  will  be 
allowed  to.  go  into  evidence  of  an  inferior  kind,  and  may 
read  an  examined  copy,  or  give  parol  evidence  of  the  con- 
tents.' '  But,,  before  this  secondary  evidence  can  be  ad- 
mitted, it  ought  to  be  chearly  shown,  that  the  writing  re» 
quired  is  in  the  possession  of  the  other  party,  and  that  a 
notice  to  produce  it  has  been  regularly  served  (6).  If,  in 
compliance  with  a  notice,  the  party  produces  the  writings  in 
his  possession,  he  is  entitled  to  have  ihe  whole  read  (5)  (e) : 
and  if  a  writmg  produced  refers  to  others  with  such  parti* 
cutarity  as  to  make  it  necessary  to  inspect  them,  that  the 
sense  may  be  complete;  he  may  insist  on  having  these  also 

read  in  evidence  (6)  (d).  . 

«  • 

(4)  Cooper  y.  Oibbons,  3  Campb.  (6)  Johnson  r.  Gilsoo,  4  Eip.  N. 
363.  P.  C.  21. 

(6)  See  ante,  p.  79.  265. 

(a)  Vide  Waring  v.  WarretVy  1  Johns.  Rep.  340.  Rogers  ^ 
Rogers  v.  Van  Hoesen  ^  oikersy  12  Johns.  Rep.  221.  Dohbin  v. 
Waddnsy  Coleman  33.  A  party  who  cross-examines  a  witness 
eannot  introduce  through  him  any  other  proof,  than  would  have 
been  legal  bad  he  originally  produced  the  witness,  and  therefore 
he  cannot  examine  him  as  to  the  contents  qf  a  written  instrument, 
without  showing  that  notice  had  been  given  to  the  opposite  party. 
Jackson  d.  Van  Slyek  fy  others  v.  Son^  2  Caines^  Rep.  178. 

(6)  It  has  been  held  that  the  necessity  of  proving  notice  was'not 
dispensed  with,  by  showing  that  the. deed  had  been  lost  while  in 
the  hands  of  a  person  who  had  possession  of  it  for  the  opposite  par- 
ty.    Smallwood  v  Mitchelly  2  Haffa>.  146. 

(c)  .Vide  Lawrence  v.  Ocean  Insurance  Co.  1 1  Johns.  Rep.  260. 

(d)  Whether  a  paper  produced  pursuant  to  a  notice  for  that  pur- 
pose immediately  becomes  evidence,  and  may  be  used  by  the 
party  producing  it  ?  or  may  the  party  giving  the  notice,  first  in- 
spect, and  then  reject  it  or  not  ?  Qt»^.     Vide  Laivrence  v.  Van 


33«  0/«U  Proof  of  Dtedt,  [Ck.  9. 

The  rule  wkidi  requtres^  that  a  party  shall  have  previa 
008  ttotice  to  produce  a  wriOeB  iastruuieiit  ia  bis  posses<^ 
*  339  ftion^  *befere  the  coDteato  oan  be  proy^  as  evkleiica  in 
the  cause,  has  been  laade  with  good  rea^a;  in  order 
that  the  party  may  not  be  taken  by'  surprisei  ia  cases 
where  it  must  be  uncertain  whether  siich  evideaee^wiU  be 
brought  forward  at  the  trial  by  the  adverse  party.  8ut 
this  reason  wUl  not  apply  to  cases  where,  from  the  oatore 
of  the  proceedings  the  d<^Miant  ba&  notice  Ihait  the  ytain* 
tiff  means  to  charge  him  with  the  possessimi  of  the  mstru* 
ment.  It  cannot  here  be  necessary  to  give  tiny  other  no* 
tice,  than  the  action  itself  supplies*  In  an  action  of  trover, 
dierefore,  for  a  bond,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  (o  give 
parol  evidence  of  the  contents,  to  support  the  general  do* 
scription  of  the  inatruraent  in  the  declaration^  wi&out  bav* 
iag  given  the  defendant  previous  notice  to  produce  it  (1). 
And  on  a  prosecution  for  stealing  a  prooHssory  note  or 
other  writing  described  in  the  indicCmetit,  parol  evidence 
of  the  contents  will  be  received,  without  any  formal  notice 

(1)  How  V.  HaU,  14  Ea^  274.    Scott  t.  Jonesy  4  Taunt  865. 


• 

Home^  I  CauuiB'  Rep.  276.  Where  the  two  judges  who  cleliver- 
ed  opinions  differed  on  this  point,  v  In  Keimt^  y.  FanH<mui4r 
C/arbon,  Spencer,  J,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says  "  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  notice  to  produce  a  paper  and  calling  for 
its  inspection,  ought  to  be  considered  as  analogous  to  a  bill  for 
discovery,  where  most  certainly  the  answer  is  not  evidence  but 
for  the  adverse  party.^  1  Johns,  Rep.  396.  lo  Sayer  v.  KiUkm^ 
1  Esp.  Rep.  211.  ante,  211.  Ld.  Kenyon  held  that  if  one  party 
calh  for  the  other  party's  books,  but  when  they  are  produced,  de- 
elines  using  them,  the  mere  calling  for  them  wilt  not  make  them 
evidence  for  the  adverse  party,  in  Wharam  v.  RouUedge^  6  Esp. 
Rep.  236.  Lord  EUenborough  says—"  You  cannot  ask  for  a  book 
of  the  opposite  party,  and  be  "determined  upon  the  inspection  of  it, 
whether  you  will  use  it  or  not.  If  you  call  for  it,  you  make  it  evi- 
dence for  the  other  side,  if  they  think  fit  to  use  it"  Vide  ante, 
'211,21.?.        .... 
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to  tbe  prisQiier  to  produce  the  original  (a).    In  AicUeft^ 

case  (2),  .OD  an  indictment  fqr  stealing  a  bill  of  exchange, 

all  the  judges  held,  that  such  evidence  had  been  proper^ 

Emitted,  tbnngh  it  was  proved  in  that  case,  that  the  biH 

had  been  seen  only  ai  few  days  before  the  trial,  in  a  state  of 

n^odaition,  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  iiho  had  been 

served  with  a  anfapcnna  duces  tecum,  but  wh&'did  not  ap* 

pear.    And  in  Layer?s  case  (3),  on  an  indidnienc  for  high 

treason,  where  it  was  proved,  that  xhe  prisoner  had  shown 

a  person  die  paper^  containing  the  treasonable  matter  laid 

in  the  indictment,  and  then*  immediately  put  it  into  his 

pocket,  that  person  was  permitted  to  j;ive  parol  evidence  of 

the  contents  of  the  paper.      And  in  the  case  of  De  la 

Motte  (4),  on  an  indictment  for  s^  traitorous  correspondence, 

with^e  French  government,  where  the  quei^ion  was,  whe* 

ther  exatniaed  copies  of  the  Ireasonahle  papers,  (which  had 

been  ^secretly  opened  at  the  post-office,  and  copied,  and         *  340^ 

then  forwarded  to  their  place  of  destination,)  were  adrnts-* 

aible  in  evidence,  the  court  held,  that  they  might  be  admit** 

ted,  after  proof  that  the  originals  were  in  the  hand-'writing 

of  the  prisoner  (i).  • 

Nor  does  the  pnacipk  of  tbe  rule  apply  to  the  case, 
where  a  party  to  the  suit  has  fraudulently  got  possession  of 
a  written  instrumenit  belonging  to  a  third  person;   as 

(f)  I  I^each  Cr.  C.  390.  jected  en  anotiter  ground,  becaiuo 

(3)  S  St.  Tr.  S63*  tbe  oi%inaia  had  not  been  traced  to 

(4)  Cor.  BuUer,  J .  and  He&th,  J .  O.  the  prisftner^s  posaesdon.    See  How- 

B.  1781, 1  East  P.  C.  124.  from  MS.  elPa  Co!l.  of  St.  Tr,  vol.  ftl.  p.  737. 

•f  Qonid,  J.    These  oopies  were  r&* 

I'll                        ■  ■         ■.■III' 

(a)  Ace.  The  Commonacealtk  v.  Messinger  4*  others^  1  Bttmey 
873.     The  People  v.  Holbvook,  13  JokM,  Rep,  90. 

(6)  So,  in  a  civil  action,  in  Connecticut,  under  tbe  statute  of 
that  sta^,  bj  a  person  injured  bj  a  forged  note,  against  the  forger, 
it  was  held,  that  the  note  being  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant, 
nolice  to  produce  it  was  unnecessary.  Rms  v.  Bruce^  1  Dcsy  100. 
Wheieaa aHmieir,  a  wknevi,  refwd  to  produce  a pap«r  delirer- 
ed  to  hkn  bj  his  dient,  ^whether  a  par^  to  tbe  cause  on  trial,  or 
not,  does  not  appear,)  a  copj  was  allowed  to  be  givea  in  erideece* 
£yiiilf  ▼.  /ncM,  8  Dai^  499. 
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where  a  witness  was  called,  on  4he  part  of  the.  defendant, 
to* produce  a  letter  written  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,. and  it 
appeared  that  after  the  commencementof  the  action;  be 
had  given  it  to  the  plaintiff  ^  in  this  case,  though  .notice  to 
produce  .bad  not  been  given,  parol  evidence  of.thecoateBt^ 
was  admittn^  because  the^  paper  belonged  to  the.witness, 
and  had  beetf  secreted*  ia  fraud  of  the  subpeena  (I).  ... 

The  counterpart  of  a  deed  is  evidence  against,  the  .pec- 
son  who  signed  it,  and  against  his  assignee,  without  giving 
notice  to  produce  the  original*  Thus  in  an  action  against 
the  master  of  an  apprentice^  for  not  inserting  in  the  inden- 
ture of  apprenticeship  the  true  cmisideratipn,  an  av<erment 
in  the  declaration,  that  A.  B.  by.  a  certain  indenture  put 
himself  apprentice  to  the.  defendant,  may  be  proved  by  that 
part  of  the  indenture  which  the  defendant  executed  (2)« 
So,  in  an  action  of  ejectnaent,  upon  a  condition  of  re-entry 
for  non-pa jment  of  rent,  against  the  assignee  of  a  lease, 
proof  of  the  counterpart,  executed  by  theori^nal  tenant, 
is  sufficient  proof  of  the  assignee's  holding  ,on  the  same 
terms  (3). 

Another  case  may  here  be  mentioned,  in  which  a  majo«> 
rity  of  the  judges  in  the  court  of  King's  Bench  were. of 
opinion,  that  want  of  notice  was.  not  a  sufficient  objection 
*  34 1  *against  receiving  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  deed^ 

because  it  appeared  that  the  deed  itself  was  in  court  in  the 
possession  of  the  opposite  party  (1).  At  the  trial  of  an 
ejectment,  on  the  several  demises  of  Haldane  and  Urry, 
title  was  deduced  to  Haldane  under  a  will ;  but  one  <A  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses  said,  on  cross-examination,  that  Hal- 
dane had  conveyed  all  interest  in  the  premises  to  Urry, 
before  the  time  of  the  demise  in  the  declaration,  and  that 
the  deed  was  in  court.  Upon  this,  it  was  insisted,  that  as 
the  plaintiff's  witness  proved  the  title  out  of  Haldane,,  and 
as  the  deed  of  conveyance  was  in  the  court,  the  deed  oi^hA 

(1)  Leeds  v.  Cook,  4  Eap.  N.  P.        (1)  Doe  on  the  tevmlAtait^  of 
X;.266.  HaktaM  and  Un;  v.  aMrftty»  4 

m  Bnrieigh  ▼.  Stibba,  5  T.R.  405.    Burr.  3494. 

0)  Roe  dan.  Wert  r.  Dans,  7 
liAstaeSv 
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to  be  prodae«l  in  evidence  to  show  a  ti4  in  tjrry,  ibk 
Other  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  contrary,  reftised  to  produce  the  deed,  insisting  thai 
the  plaintiff  oagUt  to  recover  under  one  or  the  other  of  the 
lessors ;  for,  if  the  one  had  parted  with  the  title,  the  othef 
had  acquired  it.  But  Mr*  J*  Aston,  who  tried  the  tause^ 
being  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  give  further 
evidence  to  ascertain  the  title  under  which  he  was  to  re- 
cover the  term,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff  $  and  on  a  mbtioni 
.afterwards  for  setting  aside  this  nonsuit.  Lord  Mansfield^ 
after  observing  that  in  the  action  of  ejectment  the  plaintiff 
Gould  not  recover  but  upon  the  strength  of  his  own  title^ 
said,  "  it  was  plain  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  under  Haldane/ 
who  had  conveyed  away  all  the  interest  in  the  premises  td 
the  other  lessor,  and,  that  as  to  his  claim  of  a  title  under 
Urry,  the  plaintiff  had  not  proved  any  tit|e ;  the  jury  cookl 
not  have  found  for  the  plaintiff  under  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance to  Urry,  unless  it  were  produced^  and  {»H>bably  thercj 
was  something  in  the  deed  which  would  h^e  shown  that 
Urry  had  no  title."  Lord  Mansfield  kid  the  principal 
•Cress  on  the  fact  <^  the  plaintiff^s  refusing  to  produce  tbd 
conveyance  from  Haldane,  which  was  admitted  to  be  in 
oouit.  ^^  The  want  of  notice,"  he  said^  '^  was  no  objection 
in  this  case,  because  they  had  the  deed  in  court ;  and  tfad 
refusal  to  produ<ie  it  warranted  the  strongest  presumptioil/ 
*diat  neither  of  the  lessors  had  any  title."     Mr.  Justice  ^  Hi 

Aston  and  Mr.  Justice  Willes  agreed  in  opinion  with  Lord 
Miansfield.  But  Mr.  Justice  Yates  differed  from  the  rest 
of  the  court*  *^  He  founded  himself,"  he  said,  ^^  upon  the 
ndes  of  evidence.  The  &ct  <tf  the  conveyance  coming  out 
<m  cross-examination  could  make  no  difference.  The 
plaintiff's  counsel  were  not  obliged  to  produce  the  deed,  for 
no  man  can  be  obliged  to  produce  evidence  against  himself^ 
the  onlv  consequence  of  a  notice  to  produce  would  have 
been  tae  admission  of  inferior  evidence/'  Upon  thiff 
case  it  may  be  observed,  that  the  fact  of  Haldane's  having 
conveyed  away  all  his  interest  to  Urry  seems  to  have  been 
assumed  as  satis&ctorily  proved ;  but  from  the  opinion  ^^ 

3  t 


tic». 
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Mr.  Justice  Yates,  (which  seems  to  be  the  better  opinioD,) 
it  may  be  collected,  that  there. wa& no  legal  proof  of  ajiy 
conveyance  of  title  out  of  Haldane,  and  that  the  answer  of 
the  witness,  upon  which  the  defendant^  Argument  rested, 
was  as  inadmissible  in  evidence  on  the  cross-examination^ 
as  it  would  have  been  on.  an  examination  in  chief*  The 
true  objection  to  such  evidence  is,  that  the.  witness  was 
speaking  to  the  contents  of  a  deed,  when  t^ere  had  been  no 
notice  given  to  produce  the  original ;  and  it  does  uot  ap- 
pear to  be  a  suiScient  answer  to  say,  that  the  deed  is  in^ 
court ;  for,  if  the  party  had  received  a  regular  notice  to 
produce  it,  he  might  have  come  prepared  with  evidence  to 
repel  any  inference,  which  the  production  of  the  dieed  might 
have  raised  against  him. 
Proof  of  nc*  A  parol  notice,  to  produce  writings,  may  be  proved  by. 
a  third  person  w.ho  delivered  the  notice,  or  by  one  who 
heard  it  delivered ;  and  a  written  notice  may  be  proved  by 
a  duplicate  original  (!)•  A  notice  to  quit  may  be  proved 
in  the  same  manner  by  a  duplicate  original,  in  an  action  of 
ejjectment*  It  may  be  objected,  that  the  duplicate  is  not 
the  best  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  notice  delivjsred^  as 
the  supposed  duplicate  original  may  be  inaccurate,  and  the 
S^j;  *conlents  may  be  proved  t^  a  certainty  by  the  production  of 

the  notice  itself ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  extreme  inconve^ 
nience  would  arise  from  a  stricter  mediumof  proof;  for,  if 
a  dbplicale  notice  to  quit  is  not  sufficient,  no  more  is  a  du- 
plicate of  the  notice  to  produce,  and  thus  notices  might  be 
required  in  infinitum.  The  practice  of  allowing  dupli- 
cates of  this  kind  in  evidence  seems  further  to  be  sanctioned 
by  this  principle,  that,  as  the  original  delivered  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  other  party,  it  is  in  his  power  to  contradict  the 
duplicate  original,  by  producing  the  other,  if  they  vary  (1). 
'  Upon  the  same  principle,  where  a  notice  is  given  to  a  ma- 
gistrate previous  to  the  commencement  of  an  action  against 
him,  or  where  a  demand  is  made  of  a  copy  of  a  warrant 

(1)  Gotneb  V.  Danvers,  1  Etp.  N.        (1)  Per  Lord  EWod,  C.  J.    Jory 
P.  C,  455.    Surtees  v.  Hubbard,  4    v.  Orchard,  2  Bos.  &  PnH.  41. 

Esp,  N.  p.  C.  203. 
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preparatory  to  an  action  against  a  constable,  if  another 
paper  is  md^de  outsat  the  same  time  precisely  to  the  same 
effect  as  that  delivered,  both  may  be  considered  originals, 
and  the  paper  so  preserved  may  be  receii^ed  in  evidence 
#ith6ut  a  notibe  to  produce  the  one  delivertjd  (2).  From 
analogy  to  these  cases, '  in  an  action  on  an  attorney's  bill, 
though  the  plaintiff  cannot  produce  pajrol  evidence  of  Ac  , 
contents  of  the  bill  deflivercd,  without  giving  notice*  to  pro- 
duce it,  yet  a  copy,  made  out  at  the  same  time  and  proved 
k>  be  connect,  has  be^n  admitted  to  be  good  evidence  (3). 
A  duplicate,  which  has  been  taken  from  an  original  letter 
M  a  singhe  impression,  by  means  of  a  eopymg  machine.,  is 
still  only  a  copy ;  and  therefore  cannot  be  read,  without  a 
previous  notice  to  the  other  party  to  produce  thif^t* 
ginal  (4)  {a). 

If  ai  party,  in  compliance  with  a  notice,. sho^'H  produce  Deed  pro-' 
a  deed,  or  other  instrument,  called  for  by  the  adverse  party,  *^"J*^  H"*'^' 
the  next  question  is,  which  of 'the  parties  ought  to  prove  proved. 
the  execution,  the  one  who  calls  for  its  production,  or  the 
other  who  produces*     The  general  inile,  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Justice  Buller,  is,  that  '*  in  civil  actions,  where  a  plaintiff 
^wishes  to  give  in  evidence  a  deied  in  the  defendant's  cus-  ''344 

tody,  he  gives  the  defendant  notice  to  produce  it ;  and  ihe 
deed,  when  produced,  must  prima  facie  be  taken  to  be  duly 
executed ;  because  the  plaintiff,  not  knowing  who  are  the 
subscribing  witnesses,  cannot  come  prepared  at  the  trial  to 
prove  the  execution  (!)•"     Therefore,  in  a  case  of  settle* 

(2)  2  Bob.  &  Pall.  39.  (4)  Nodin  v.  Murray,  3  Campb. 

^3)  Aoderaon  V.  May,  2  Bcm.  &    228. 
Pull.  237.     Philipeon  v.  Chase,   2        (1)  2  T.  R.  43. 
Campb.   110.  S.   P.      Ackland  v. 
Pearce,  2  Campb.  601. 

(a)  The  contents  of  the  notice  may  be  proved  by  parol.  Tower 
V.  Wilson^  3  Catnes^  Rep,  114.  When  the  notice  is  genera],  to 
produce  a  paper  on  the  trial,  it  does  not  apply  merely  to  the  cir- 
cuit subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  notice,  but  extends  to  the  time  of 
trial,  wlwDever  it  may  take  place.  Jackscm  d.  Burr  4*  O^Reill^ 
v.  Shearman^  6  Johns,  Rep,  )9. 
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ment,  where  the  respondents  had  given  notice  to  the  a|i- 
pellants  to  produce  an  indenture  of  apprenticefihipy  by 
which  the  pauper  vras  bound  ia  the  appellant  pariah,  and 
which  indenture  was  accordingly  produced  at  the  trial  of 
the  appeal,  the  court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  the  court 
l^loW  ought  i^t  to  have  required  the  respondcBts  to  prove 
the  execution,  but  that  tfie  indenture  4ho«ld  have  i^o  ad- 
mitted prima  ihcie  as  duly  executed  (%). 

In  the  next  reported  case  on  this  subjeel,  the  ease  of 
GrordoB  and  others  v.  Secretan  (3),  Ld«  Elleabofough,  C« 
J.  said,  that  the  case  of  (he  King  v.  Middlecoy  had  been 
much  questioned  at  the  time,  and  since  overruled ;  an^ 
that  the  production  of  an  instrument  ^  the  trial,  in  pur- 
sn^ll^  of  a  notice,,  would  not  supersede  the  necessity  of 
proving  it  by  one  of  die  subscribing  witnesses,  as  in  or- 
dinary ca^s*  And  llr.  Justice  Lawrence  added,  th^it  this 
point  bad  been  so  ruled  by  Lord  Kenyon  in  a  subsequent 
case,  where  the  adverse  party,  having  notice  to-produce 
a  written  instrument,  produced  it  accordingly  at  the  tri^ 
and  Lord  Kenyan  held,  that  the  party  who  called  for  itj 
was  bound  to  cal)  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to 
prove  the  execution*  In  the  case  of  Gordon  and  others  y* 
Secretan,  vvhich  was  an  actipn  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  shipped  goods,  the  plaintiffs  avefred  in  their  dech* 
ration,  that  they  were  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of 
the  insurance,  and  the  defendant,  intending  to  dispute  that 
feet  at  the  trial,  gave  the  plaintiffs  notice  to  produce  cer- 
tain articles  pf  agreement  made  between  them  and  the 
1 34j|  captain  of  the  ship,  by  which,  as  it  was  contended,  *the 

contrary  would  clearly  appear.:  in  pursuance  of  this  no* 
tice,  the  plaintiffs  at  the  trial  produced  the  instrument  at- 
testod  by  two  witnesses,  and  insisted  that  the  defiendant 
should  call  one  of  them  to  prove  the  execution.  The  point 
was  so  ruled  at  nisi  prius,  and  afterwards  confirmed  by  the 
court  of  King's  Benqh.  From  this  case,  therefore,  it  might 
l>e  inferred,  that,  if  a  party  to  a  suit»  in  consequence  of  a 

(2)  R.  V.  Inhabitant!  of  Middle-        (3)  8  Ea«t  548.    Weaientiw  v. 
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notice,  produces  an  kistraDient  executed  between  himself 
SAd  othenH  yet  that  the  other  party,  though  a  stranger  to 
the  instniDient^  ought  to  prove  the  execution,  if  he  m/eaitt 
to  ayail  himself  of  it  in  evidence. 

The  rule,  however,  has  been  properly  restricted  by  the 
fete  case  of  Pearce  v.  Hooper  and  others  ( 1  )•  That  was  an 
«cti<Mi  of  trespass,  and  the  question  at  tbe.trial  was,  whether 
the  place,  in  which  the  trespass  was  alleged,  belonged  to 
the  plaintiff  as  part  of  a  certain  estate ;  the  defendants  |;ave 
notice  to  the  plaintiff  to  produce  a  deed  of  conveyance,  in 
which  the  estate  had  been  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  by  a 
description  limited  to  a  number  of  acres,  which^  it  was  said, 
would  necessarily  exclude  the  place  in  t]«estion ;  the  plain- 
tiff produced  <the  conveyance,  and,  on  the  authority  of  the 
t^ses  before  mentioned,  it  was  ruled,  that  the  defendant 
.ought  to  prove  the  execution,  which,  as  he  was  not  prepar- 
ed to  prove,  the  instrument  could  not  be  received  in  evi- 
dence. But  on  a  motion  afterwards  for  a  new  trial,  the 
court  of  Common  Pleas  %ere  of  opinion,  that  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  defendants,  in  this  case^  to  call  the  at- 
testing witness  to  prove  the  execution*  The  court  admit- 
ted that  the  mere  possession  of  an  instrument  by  one 
party  cannot,  in  general,  absolve  the  other  party,  who 
eiaills  for  it,  from  the  necessity  of  producing  tb^  attesting 
witness.  An  instance  to  illustrate  this,  said  the  chief  jus- 
tice, had  been  properly  put  in  the  case  of  a  will,  cited  in 
.  Gordon  v.  Secretan ;  for,  supposing  that  an  heir  at  law  is 
in  possession  of  a  will,  and  the  devisee  brings  an  eject- 
ment, and  calls  on  the  heir  *to  produce  the  will,  there  the  «  34^ 
heir  claims  not  under  the  will,  but  against  the  will,  and  it 
would  be  hard,  that  the  will  should  be  taken  as  proved 
against  him,  because  he  produces  it.  .  But  that  is  very 
different  from  the  case,  where  a  man  is  called  upon  to 
produce  a  deed,  under  which  he  holds  an  estate.  The 
^defendant  (added  the  chief  justice,  with  reference  to  the 
case  then  before  the  court,)  has  ao  interest  in  the  fee  sim- 

(l)3Taaiit.(». 
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pie  of  the  estate,  if  this  deed  does  not  convey  it :  if  the& 
he  produces  the  deed  under  which  he  claims,  shall  it  not 
be  taken  to  be  a  good  deed,  (so  far  as  relates  to  the  execu- 
tion,) as  against  himself?''  The  other  judges  concurred 
in  opinion,  and  a  new  trial  was  granted.  The  resuh 
therefore  at  present  appears  to  be,  that  when  a  party  to  a 
suit,  in  pursuance  of  a  notice,  produces  an  instrument,  to 
which  he  is  a  party,  and  under  which  he  claims  a  beneficial 
estate,  it  will  not  be  necessary  that  the  other  party,  a 
stranger  to  the  instrument,  should  call  an  attesting  witness 
to  prove  the  execution  (a) ;  but  that,  in  other  cases,  the 
execution  ought  to  be  regularly  proved  by  the  party  who 
offers  the  instrument  as  part^f  his  evidence  in  the  cause*. 
If  a  party  intend  to  use  a  deed  or  any  other  written  in- 
strument in  evidence,  he  ought  to  produce  the  original,  if 
he  has  it  in  his  possession  ;  but,  if  the  instruhient  is  in  the 
possession  of  the  other  party,  who  refuses  to  produce  it 
after  a  reasonable  notice,  or  if  the  original  is  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, secondary  evidence,  wHfch  is  the  best  that  the  na- 
ture of  the  case  allows,  will  in  that  case  be  admitted.  The 
party,  after  proving  any  of  these  circumstances,  to  account 
*for  the  absence  of  the  original,  may  read  the  counter-part;, 
or,  if  there  is  no  counter-part, '  an  examin^ed  copy ; .  or,  if 
there' should  be  no  examined  copy,  he  iliay  give  parol  evi- 

*  The  plaiotiff  may.  have  a  rule  aiei,  calling  on  the  defendant  to  produce 
a^eed  before  the  commissioDers  of  the  stamp-office,  to  be  stdjiiped ;  or  to 
give  the  plaintiff  a  copy  of  a  deed,  in  order  that  he  may  declare  upon  it. . 
Cooke  V.  Stocks,  S6  G.  3.  K.  B.  1  Tid.  Prac.  486.  Bateman  v.  Philips, 
52  G.  3.  C.  P.  ib.  And  where  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  of  co- 
vepant  on  an  indenture  of  assignment  of  a  lease,  oiil^  one  part  of  idiich  * 
had  been  executed,  and  that  was  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  the  court 
of  Common  Pleas  granted  the  plaintiff  a  rule  nisi,  for  reading  and  taking  a 
oopy  of  thb  part.    Blakey  v.  Porter,  1  Taunt.  386.    See  ante,  p.  336* 


(n)  So,  in  Beits  y.  Badger,  12  Johns.  Rep,  2S3.  (in  which  the 
court  do  not  appear  to  have  been  aware  of  the  decision  in  3* 
Tatmt.)  it  was  decided,  that  where  a  deed  was  produced,  pursu- 
ant to  notice,  by  a  person  who  was  a  party  to  it,  and  derived  a 
benefit  from  it,  it  was  prima  facie  to  be  taken  to  be  duly  executed. 
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denceof  the  contents  (1).  Proof  by  a  witness,  that  the 
pap^r  in  question  was- thrown  aside  as  useless,  and  that  he 
believes  it  to  be  lost  or  destroyed,  will  be  sufficient  to  let  in 
the  secondary  evidence  (2).  And,  in  a  late  case,  where  it 
appeared,  that  the  defendant  had  acknowledged  the  re* 
ceipt  of  a  letter  of  a  particular  date,  which  he  refi^sed  to 
produce  at  the  trial,  it  was  ruled,  that  an  entry  in  a.  letter- 
book,  (purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  a  letter  of  the  same  date 
from  the  plaintiff  to  th>e  defendant,  and  inserted  by  a  de- 
ceased clerk,  who  kept, the  book  according  to  the  course 
of  business,  and  with  great  punctuality,),  was  admissible 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  letter  in  question  (3).  It  is 
scarcely  necessary  to  observe,  that  the  rule  in  this  respect 
is  precisely  the  same  both  in  criminal  and  in  civil 
cases  (a). 

If  the  ground  for  admitting,  the  secondary  evidence  is, 
that  the  original  has  been  lost,  it  ought  to  be  shown  that 
every  reasonable  inquiry  has  been  made,,  and  the  last 
person,  into  whose  possession  it  is  traced,  should  be  called 
to  give  some  account  of  the  instrument  (h).  Thus,  in  a  case 

(1)  VilKcre  V.  Vilfiere,  2  Atk.  71.        (3),  Pritt  t.  Fairclougb,  3€ampb. 

(2)  R.  y.  Mr.  Jiut.  JohiuoD,  7    905. 
£aBt66.    8£a8tS84. 


(a)  In  the  following  cases,  secondary  evidence  was  admitted  of 
the  contents  of  a  writing  proved  to  have  been  lost.  Livingston  v. 
Rogers,  1  Caines*  Cos.  in  Error^  xxxvii.  S,  C.  2  Johns,  Cos.  488. 
Jackson  d,  Donaldson  V,  Lticetty  2Caines*  Rep.  363.  Jackson  d. 
Livingston  and  others  v.  Neely,  10  Johns,  Rep,  374.  Spencer  v. 
Spencer^  Rep.  C.  C.  U,  S.  First  Circt,  622.  Jonesetal.  v.  Fales, 
bMass,  Rep,  101.  Drumv,  Lessee  of  Simpson,  6  Binney  478. 
Jackson  d.  CrilUspy  and  others  v.  Woolsey,  i  1  Johns,  Rep,  446^ 
Dend,  Baker  v.  Webb,  1  Hayw,  71.  Rochell  ads.  Holmes,  3  Bay 
487.     Anderson  ▼.  Robson,  Id,  495.  Fide  post,  356  n. 

(6)  Vide  Angel  v.  Felton,  8  Johns,  Rep,  149.  LitUe  v.  Lessee 
of  Delancey,  6  Binney  266.  Meyer  and  another  v.  Barker,  6 
Binney  228.  Gary  v.  Campbell  4*  Cook,  10  Johsu.  Rep.  363. 
Where  a  written  agreement  was  placed  in  the  bands  of  a  common 
ftieiid,  who  upon  his  removal  from  the  scene  of  the  transactias. 
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Off  settlement,  where  it  appeared  that  an  iftdentare  of  a}K 
pi^ntkeship  consisted  of  tiro  parts,  one  of  i^ich  had  b^ 
destroyed,  and  the  other  had  come  to  Ae  hands  of  a  persoft 
who  was  living  and  had  not  befeo  subpoenaed,  bothad  been 
heard  to  say,  that  he  could  not  find  the  part,  and  did  not 
know  where  it  was,  the  court  of  King's  Bench  was  of  opi- 
nion,  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  gronnd  for  admitting  pa- 
rol evidence  of  the  contents  (4).  Bot  if  the  indenture  weref 
to  b6  traced  into  the  hands  of  a  deceased  person,  who,  in 
answer  to  inquiries  respecting  it,  had  stated,  that  it  was 
destroyed  while  in  his  possession,  any  further  search  for 
*  348  *this  part  of  the  instrument  would  be  unnecessary  and  nu* 

(4)  R.  T.  Castleton,  6  T.  R.  296.  R.  ^.  St.  Sepulchre,  2  Bott  353. 


«»■ 


^ced  it  with  bis  father,  who  died ;  afrf  after  proof  of  these  facts 
a  fhitneSB  swore  that  after  the  father's  death,  he,  together  Widi  the 
9on*iD-1aw  of  the  father,  to  whom  all  his  papers  came,  made  dili* 
geat  search  among  the  fotfaer's  papers,  but  could  not  find  the  wri- 
ting ;  it  was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  proof  of  the  loss,  to  lay  a 
ground  for  one  of  the  parties  to  prove  the  contents,  without  the 
oath  of  the  son -in-law  hioaself  as  to  the  seardi  and  not  finding. 
Caufman  v.  Congregation  of  Cedar  Springs  6  Binhey  b9.  £vi- 
dence  by  a  person  that  be  had  delivered  a  deed  to  the  cletk  of  the 
county  to  be  recorded,  and  that  search  had  been  made  in  the 
clerk's  office,  and  that  it  could  not  be  found,  is  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  loss  of  a  de^d,  to  entitle  tbe  party  to  read  a  copy 
in  evidence,  unless  it  be  shown  that  the  deed  was  never  re-deli- 
vered by  the  clerk.  Jacksofi  d.  Dunbar  and  others  v.  Todd^  3 
/oAfu.  Rep,  300.  To  entitle  a  party  to  give  parol  evidence  of  tbe 
contents  of  a  will,  alleged  to  be  destroyed,  where  there  is  not  suf- 
ficient evidence  to  warrant  tbe  conclusion  of  its  alisolute  destruc* 
tion,  the  party  must  show  that  he  has  made  diligent  search  and  in- 
quiry aAer  the  will,  in  those  places  where  it  would  most  piobabiy 
be  found  if  in  existence,  as  in  the  office  of  the  surrogate  of  the. 
Qounty  where  the  testator  died,  or  in  the  office  of  the  judge  ef 
probates,  or  that  inquiry  bad  been  made  of  the  executors.  Jodk- 
9on  d.  Busk  ^  others  v.  Hasbrouck^  12  /oAm.  jR^.  192. 
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gatory*  Thqs,  in  a  very:  late  case  ( 1 )  on  a  similar  questioD 
of  settlement,  wher£  it  appeared,  that  only  one.  part  of  the 
iodenture  was  executed,  ttijat  the  pauper  and  master  were 
botk  dead  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  that  an  inquiry  had 
£een.  made  of  the  pauper,  (who  said,  that  the  indenture 
had  been  given  up  to  him  after  the  expiration,  of  the  ap- 
prenticeship, and  that  it  had.  been  burnt,)  and  also  of  the 
daughter  and  executrix  of  the  master,  (who  said,  she  knew 
nothing  about  it,)  under  these  circumstances  the  court  of 
King^s  Bench  were  of  opinion,  that  a*  sufficient  inquiry  had 
been  made  to  render  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  ad-* 
missible  ;  and  the  distinction,  takgi  between  this  case  and 
ihat  of  the  King  and  Castlcton,  was,  that,  in  the  former, 
there  was  evidence  of.  a  fact  which  made  a  further  search 
necessary,  but  that  here  a  fact  appeared  in  evidence,  which 
made  a  search  nugatory*  If  iwo  parts.of  .a  deed,  or  mop, 
have  been  executed,  the  loss  or  destruction  of  all  the  parts 
diould  be  proved,  before  secondary  evidence  of  the  con«» 
Cents  can  be  received  (2) ;  and  the  original  deed  ought  te 
be  proved  to  have  been  duly  executed  (3),  unless  proof«of 
the  execution  would  be  dispensed  with,  if  the  original  itself 
were  produced,  or  unless  the  want  of  the  original  is  occa- 
sioned by  the  default  of  the  other  party,  in  which  case,  the 
execution  may  i*easonabI|r  be  presumed  against  him.  So 
where  an  original  note  of  b&nd  is  lost,  a  copy  cannot  be 
read  in  evidence,  unless  the  note  is  proved  to  be  ge- 
nuine (4)  (a). 

(1)  R.  V.  Wes^  Riding  of  York-        (3)  R.  v.  SirT.  Culpepper,  Skin- 

ahire,  Eastei^  Term,  April  17,  1815.  per,  673.  per  HoH,  C.  J. 
MS.  (4)  ,Per  Ld.  Hardwicke,  C.  y 

(3)  Bun.  N.  P.  254.     R.  v.  Cas-  Goodier  v.  Lake,  1  Atk.  446. 
tIeloD,  6  T.  R.  236. 

' ' '  ■  ■  —  ■■  ■  III.      I        » ■■     ■      ■    .■    ..- 

(a)  The  defendant  entered  into  an  obligation  with  the  plaintiff 
as  his  surety,  at  Caraccas,  which  not  being  performed,  the  plain- 
tiff, the  surety,  was  compelled  by  proceedings  at  law,  to  pay  the 
amount  for  bis  principal :  in  an  action  by  the  surety  against  the 
principal,  it  was  held,  that  a  copy  of  the  obligation,  (which  ac- 
C:prding  to  the  laws  of  the  Spanish  colonies,  was  made  before  a 
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The  loss  of  a  deed,  by  time  and  accident,  or  by  any  other 
casualty,  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  dispensing  with  a  proiert 
•  in  pleading,   when  otherwise  a  profert  might  be  neces- 

sary (d)  {b)  \  or  it  may  be  pleaded,  that  the  deed  ia  in  the 

(5)  Read  ▼.  Brookman,  3  T.  R.  151.     Bolton  y.  Bp.  of  Caifide,  SH. 
Black.  259. 

notary,  who  kppt  the  original  and  delivered  copies  to  the  parties,) 
authenticated  according  to  the  laws  of  Spain,  connected  with  evi- 
dence that  the  original  could  not  be  procured,  and  with  proof  oC 
admissions  hy  the  defendant  ot  its  authenticity,  and  of  the  breach 
of  the  contract,  was  sufficient,  without  producing  the  decree  against 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  origfTnal  obligation,  or  a  sworn  copy  of  it. 
**  It  is  unnecessary^*  says  Thompson,  Ch.  J.  in  delivering  the  opi- 
nion of  the  court,  in  this  case,  *'  definitively  to  say,  whether  the 
lex  loci  Qughtso  far  to  prevail,  as  to  require  these  notarial  copies 
to-be  admitted  in  evidence  here,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  Spa- 
nish tribunals.  I  am  inclined  .to  think,  however,  they  ought  not 
to  be  received'  as  sufficient,  per  se ;  but  1  cannot  think  they  are  to 
be  entirely  disregarded  and  treated  as  mere  nullities.  They  o«^ht 
towbe  received  as  forming  a  part  of  the  inferior  evidence  of  the  ex- 
ecution of' the  instrument,  when  the  original  cannot  be  produced 
and  proved.  It  appears  to* be  a  part  of  the  bfficial  duty  of  the  no- 
tary to  give  copies ;  ^e  is  specially  intrusted  with  that  power ; 
and  in  giving  such  copies,  he  acts  wider  his  oath  of  office.  The 
instrunbent  is  executed  before  hiu^  in  his  official  capacity,  and  an 
official  certified  copy,  necessarily  implies  that  he  saw  the  instru- 
ment executed.  In  what  respect  does  this  differ  from  an  examina- 
tion upon  a  commission  ?  He  can  only  swear  he  saw  the  instru- 
ment executed)  and  that  the  copy  furnished  by  him  is  under  oath. 
Besides,  we  ought  to  be  .cautious  in  dedaring  that  we  will  leceiu 
nothing  short  of  ^he  examination  of  the  notary,  uiid^  a  commtf- 
*  sion,  as  there  is  no  mode  of  enforcing  such  examination;  noc  i&a 

^:orp  copy  proved  by  a  person  who  has  compared  it  with  the  ori- 
ginal, any  higher  or  better  evidence  than  that  furnished  by  the  no- 
tary under  hj^  oath  of  office.  But  the  evidence  furnished  in  the 
case  before  us  is  more  satisfactory  than  either,  arising  out  of  thit 
repeated,  uniform,  and  uncontradicted  confessions  of  Ihe  defen* 
dant,  contained  in  his  letters,  and  to  witnesses  whose  testimony 
was  before  the  jury."  Mauri  v.  Htffemath  13  Jokns  Hep,  58. 
(6)  Vide  Ciats  ▼•  UnktdSUtia,  Rep.  C.  C.  U,  S.  Fir$t  Ciro$.  69, 
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hands  cft  the  opposite  party,  or  destroyed  by  him  (6).  But 
^if  the  plaintiff,  instted  of  declaring  upon  the  deed,  as  lost  *  349 

or  destroyed,  inadvertendy  pleads  with  a  profert,  and  the 
defendant  pleads  non  est  factum,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be 
allowed  to  prove  the  loss  at  the  trial,  and  must  be  non- 
suited (1).  In  such  a  case,  the  plaintiff  should  move  to 
put,  off  the  trial,  or  may  withdraw  the  record,  and  amend 
the  pleadings,  stating  the  circumstances  to  excuse  the 
profert(l). 

When  a  deed  is  produced  in  evidence,  the  next  step  is  to  Proof  of 
prove  it  duly  executed*     In  a  few  cases,  however,  preof  of  ^^•c'**"^*- 
execution  will  not  be  necessary  ;  as, 

First,  If  the  deed  is  thirty  years  old^^it  may  be  admitted  Exceptions. 
io  evidence  without  any  proof  of  its  execution ;  and  the  L^^^, 
^  same  rule  applies  genei'ally  to  deeds  concerning  lands^a),  to 
bonds  (2),  receipts  (3),  and  all  ancient  writings. .  Somfe  ac- 
count, however,  says  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  ought  to  be  given 
of  the  place,  where  the  deed  was  found  (4) ;  and  in  another 
book  it  is  said,  that  ^^  ancient  writings,  which  are  proved  to 
have  been  found  among  deeds  of  evidences  of  land,  may  be 
given  in  evidence,  although,  the  execution  cannot  be 
proved ;  for  it  is  hard  to  prove  ancient  things,   and  the 

rSJ  Tottjr  V.  Nesbitt,  3  T.  R.  153.  works  v.  Cowpcr,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 

Q.  (c).  275. 

(1)  Smith  and  others  v.  Wood-  (3)  Fry  v.  Wood,  11  G.  2.  K.  B. 

wM»  4  East  685.  1  Sefv.  N.  P.  49S. 

(2).  GoYeraor  of  Chelsea  Water-  (4)  Bull.  N.  P.  S65^ 

■  - 

(a)  That  is,  provided  the  possession  ba^  been  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  deed.  BvU,  A*.  F.  255,  256.  Jackson  d.  Btir- 
han$  V.  BUm»han^  3  Johns.  Rep.  292.  Roberts  v.  Stantony  t 
Mwi.  129.  Tfum^son  v.  Bullodc,  1  Bay  364.  In  Thomas' » 
Leasee  v.  Horlocker^  a  deed  Jyearing  date  63  years  ago,  was  ad- 
miitted  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  execution,  altbougfa  pos- 
session had  not  attended  it.  1  Doll,  14.  A  power  of  attorney 
centred  in  an  ancient  deed,  and  necessary  to  give  it  full  effect, 
will  equally  be  presinned  to  have  been  duly  executed.  Doe  d. 
Cimkfn^  others  v.  Phe^,  9  Johns,  Rep.  169.  .  Doe  d.  Clinton  4- 
athere  r.  CattyibeU^  10  J okn$.  Rep.  475. 
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finding  tbem  in  such  a  place  is  a  presomption,  that  they 
were  honestly  and  fairly  obtained  and  preserved  for  use, 
and  are  free  from  suspicipn  of  dishonesty  (5). 

This  observation,  on  the  necessity  of  showing  where  the 
deed  was  found,  seems  to  apply  niore  particularly  to  those 
cases  where  the  character  and  authenticity  of  old  writings 
depend  in  some  degree  on  the  nature  of  the  place  or  cttetody 
in  which  they  have  been  kepi.  This  is  the  case  with  ter- 
,  riers,  ecclesiastical  surveys,  (Jourt  rolls,  and  other  muni- 
*  350  *ments  of  manors,  which  ought  to  be  produced  each  from 

its  proper  repository ;  and  if  they  have  been  regularly  pre- 
served, it  will  not  be  necessary,  after  a  certain  lapse  of  time, 
to  prdve  them  genuine.  For  the  same  reason,  old  grants 
to  abbeys  have  been  rejected  as  evidence  of  private  rights^ 
because  the  possession  of  them  did  not  appear  to  be  con-  ^ 
nected  with  any  persons  who  had  an  interest  in  the 
estate  (I).  But,  in  common  cases,  where  the  written  in- 
strument itself  purports  to  belong  to  the  party  who  pro- 
duces it  in  evidence,  it  will  be  admitted  without  proof  of 
the  execution,  and  without  showing  where  it  has  been 
kept,  provided  it  is'  of  sufficient  age,  and  in  other  respects 
admissible  evidence  against  the  opposite  party.  On  a  ques- 
tion of  settlement,  therefore,  where  the  respondents  pro- 
duced a  certificate,  more  than  thirty  years  old,  which  had 
been  granted  to  their  parish  by  the  appellant  parish,  the 
court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  the  mere  production  of  it 
was  sufficient,  and  that  the  respondents  were  not  obliged  to 
show,  that  the  certificate  had  been  kept  in  the  parish 
chest  (2).  It  would  be  sufficient,  if  the  certificate  were  to 
be  produced  by  a  rated  inhabitant  of  the  parish '(3).  So, 
m  an  action  for  a  false  return  to  a  mandamus,  a  corporator 
may  produce  the  muniments  of  the  corporation  (4). 

If  there  is  any  blemish  in  the  deed  by  rasure  or  inter- 

(5)  Via.  Ab,  tit.  Evidence,  (A.  b.  .      («)  R,  ▼.  Ryton,  6  T.  R.  959. 
5),   cited  7  East  «91.      And    see        (3)  R.  ▼.  Nethcrthcmr,  S  Manfe  & 

ForKes,  Administrator  of  Henchett,  Sclw.  337 ;  previous  to  &  late  act  of 

IE.  Wall,  cited  by  Ld.  Kcnjeo,   1  parliament,  vhich  makes  ratediahft^ 

^p.  N.  P.  C.478.  bitants  cooopetent  in  sucha  case% 

tt)  See  antiH  P-  317,  (4)  2  Tflanle  &  Selw.  338^ 
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lineation  {a)y  the  deed  ought  to  be  proved  though  above 

thirty  years  old  (5),  and  the.  blemish  satisfactorily  explain- 
ed. In  such  a  case,  the  jury  would  have  to  try,  whether 
the  rasure  or  interlineation  was  before  or  after  the  delivery 
of  the  deed ;  for,  if  the  rasure  was .  before  that  time,  the  ^ 
deed  is  still  valid  and  binding ;  it  is  only  after  the  delivery, 
(hat  a  rasure  or  interlineation,  can  affect  a  deed,  and,  even 
then,  they  are  in  some  cases  immaterial*  Now,  to  ascer- 
tain the  time  of  delivery,  the  first  and  best  evidence  to  be 
resorted  *to,  is  the  testimqpy  of  a  subscribing  witness,  if  *  551 
any  can  be  produced ;  or,  if  there  is  no  subscribing  wit- 
ness, other  persons  may  be  called,  who  were  present  when 
the  deed  was  delivered  i  or,  if  no  person  was  present,  the 
litne  of  delivery  will  be  reckofved  i|rom  the  date -of  the 
deed ;  and  the  fact,  of  the  rasure  being  after  the*  delivery, 
may  be  ptoved  either  byja  subscribing  witness,  or  by  any 
person  who  saw  the  rasure  made. 

The  rule,  that  deeds  of  thirty  years  standing  prove  them- 
selves, is  so  well  estabKshedj  that  even  if  a  subscribing  wit- 
^ss  were  alive,  and  in  a  state  lo  be  produced,  it  has  been 
thought  unnecessary  to  call  him  for  proving  the  execution. 
Lord  Kenyon  is  reported  to  have  said  (1),  that  he  re^iem^ 
bered  a  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Yates,  in  which,  a  deed  of 
that  age  being  produced  in  evidence,  it  a{^ared  that  the 
.  subscribing  witness  was  then  actually  in  court,  but  he  de- 
clared he  would  not  break  in  ujpon'a  i4le  of  evidence  so 
well  established,  (by  ^requiring  the  subscribing  witness  to  be 
called,)  and  admitted  the  deed  without  further  proof.  But 
in  the  case  of  Rees  v.  Mans^I  (3),  Mr.  Baron  Perrott  held, 
that,  although  a  deed  may  be  read  in  evidence  on  account 
of  its  antiquity,  yet,  if  on  the  other  side  it  is  shown  that 
one  of  the  witnesses  is  alive,  be  mns^  be  produced,  or  die 

(6)  GBb.  Ev.  89.    Bull  N.  P.       (S)  8ehr.  N.  P.  4M. ' 
166. 

(1)  March  v.  Cobiett,  S  Ei|>.  N. 
P*  O*  005* 


mim> 


(a)  Vide  Roberti  v«  SUmIoh,  2  Mwl  IM. 
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deed  miist  be  rejected ;  and  he  cited  a  case  where  a  deed 

was  produced  in  the  King's  Bench,  and  it  appeared  that  Stf 
Joseph  Jekylt  was  a  subscribing  witness,  upon  whith  the 
court  ^id,  they  knew  he  was  alive,  and  that  if  he  did  not 
^    come  to  prove  it,  the  plaintiff  mast  be  nonsuited*    It  was 
then  mentioned  to  have  been  ruled  by  Mr.  Justice  Vates, 
that,  for  the  sake  of  practice,  the  witness  should  not  be 
aUowed  to  prove  an  old  deed,  even  if  he  attended  for  thut 
purpose ;  but  Mr.  B*  Perrott  retained  his  opinion ;  ^^  An 
did  deed  (he  said)  is  admitted  qply  on  a  presumption,  that 
the  witnesses  are  dead,  hut  when  the  contrary  is  made  to 
*  352         *appear,  they  must  be  called.^'  If,  indeed,  the  rule  is  founded 
on  the  presumption  of  the  attesting  witnesses  death,  then  it 
seems  to  follow,  that;,  where  that  presumption  is  contradicts 
ed  by  the  fact  of  his  being  stiU  alive,  the  execution  of  the 
deed  ought  to  be  regularly  proved,  as  in  ordinary  c4ses»  But 
if  courts  of  law  have  adopted  the  rule,  not  on  the  presump- 
tion of  a  fact,  (which  would  be  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jary  rather  than  of  the  court,)  but  as  a  general  maxim  of 
law,  on  account  of  the  great  difficulty  of  proving  execution 
after  an  interval  of  many  years,  and  have  therefore  fixed  a 
limit,,  beyond  which  the'proof  of 'execution  will  not  be  re* 
quired,  there  appears  to  be  no  inconsistency  in  acting 
generally  upon  this  principle,  though  in  a  particular  caseihe 
subscribing  witness  may  be  proved  to  be  alive,  at  the  same  • 
time  leaving  it  teethe  opposite  side  to  dispute  the  regu- 
Wity  of  the  execution  by  calling  him  or  any  other  wit^ 


%  Deeds  Secdndly,  Deeds  enrolled  have  been  admitted  whhoat 

^"^^^^^^  proof  qf  execution  (1).  On  this  snbje^  Ch.  B*  Oilbeia 
aaokes  the  following  distinctions :  ^  Where  a  deed  seeds 
enrolment,"  <as  deeds  of  bargain  aad  sale,  bgr  scatole 
37  Hen.  VIII.  c.  16.)  "  there  the  enrolment  is  the  ^gn 
of  the  lawful  execution  of  such  deed,  and  the  officer,  s|ift 
pointed  to  authenticate  such  deeds  bf  enlK>hnetlt^  is-dso 
empowered  to  take  care  of  the  fairness  and  lejg^lity  of  such 

(1)  Com.  Dig.  tit  i;9^|«c€i  Q^tU^Hum  iMkMA*:*  .   ; 
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deeds,  and  therolbre  a  copy  of  such  enX 
sufficient;  for  when  the  law  has  appointed 
made  public  acts,  the  copy  of  such  public  actsN^ 
sufficient  attestation  (2),  But  where  a  deed  ueed^ 
inolm^t,  ,Uiere,  though  tt  be  enjoUed,  the  inspeximi)^^ 
such  enrolment  is  not  evidence,  because,  since  the  officer 
has  fK>  authority  to  enrol  them,  such  enrolment  cannot 
make  them  public  acts,  and  consequently  cannot  entitle  the 
copy  of  them  to  be  given  in  evidence  (a) ;  for  then,  if  th^ 
*|^ed  were  doubtlul,  it  Vejre  but  to  enrol  it,  and  bring  the 
copy  or  inspesimus  in  evidoitre,  and  thereby  avoid  pro«> 
ductng  a  deed  that  was  any  way  suspicious  (I)*" 
.  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  after  citing  the  rule  from  Chief 
Baron  Gilbert,  (that  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale,  enrolled 
and  requiring  enrolment,  may  be  given  in  evidence  with- 
out proof  of  the  execotion,)  observes  (2),  that  "  the  law 
^^  may  well  be  doubted,  notwithstanding  that  such  deeds 
''  of  bargain  and  sale  enrolled  have  frequefUly  in  trials  at 
^^  nisi  pritts  been  given  in  evidence  without  being  proved* 
^Mn  support  of  this  practice,"  he  adds,  ^Mhe  case  of 
<<  Smarde  v.  Williams  (a)  is  much  relied  on ;  but  that 
<<  case  is  wrong  reported,  for  it  appears  from  the  .report  in 
'^Levint£(4),  that  the  acknowledgment  was  by  the  bar- 
^'gainop,  and  so  is  stated  in  Salkeld's  manuscript;  be- 
^  sides,  it  appears  from  both  the  bodes,  that  it  was  only  a 
^^  term  that  passed,  and  consequently  it  was  not  an  ehrd- 
•  ^^  ment  .within  the  atatate.^^  Mr.  Justice  fuller  then  cites  a 
case  from  Styles'  Reports  (5),  where  Glyn,  C.  J.  is  reported 
to  have  said,  that  ^*  if  divers  penons  seal  a  deed,  and  but 
one  of  Ihem  acknowledge  the  deed,  and  the  deed  is  there- 
■fMMi  enrolled,  lUs  is  a  good  -enrolment,  and  may  he 
given  in  evidence  lata  trial,  as  a  dead  enrolled."    f^But 


I  >  f 


(3)  Qilb.  Cr.  86.  1  Ket.  in.   1 
flikBc.  S8Q: 
(n  GUb.  £▼.  S6, 1  Wu  in. 
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Ball.lf.P.SS6. 


1  Salk.  280. 

r4)aLev<aa7<ai&.  : 

[6)  Thurie  ▼.  Madison,  StjL  46t. 


(a)  Vide  f aiimi^  v.  BtarAi  To)^  125. 
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^^  iLfWOpld  be  of  *yer)r  miacliieyous  eoD9aqiienc^^'  obyenren 
Mn  Jual.  BiiU^  V  to  say,4herefore,  ttot  a  doocty.eonJM^ 
^^jkipon  t))e  aclmowledgment.of  a  bajie,lru$Ue,  <iM^t.b% 
"  given  in  evidence  ^gtiuist .  the  real  Qvivier  fa£  the  hu^r, 
^  mlbout  fm>ving*  it.  ej^eculod  bjr  ium*.  Bow^yei^ . itet 
kos  b^ieatbe  general  opiiUMi  and  .it  seems  {oru6!6ii^ 
^^  some  degree  by.  statAle.  tO  Ann.  c;  18.  Oa,  ibe  other 
*^  hand,  it  seeais  asabsord  to  say^  that  a  release^whichtha^ 
^^been.  enroUed  upon.^  ackoowledgment  of  the  rejeaaoi^ 
^  shaU  not  be  admiHed  ior.evidei>ce  aponst  hioi,  utithput 
H^beiflg  proved  to  be  ^HOPtitffri„ ..becaase>  such  .release 
*'dpes  not  need  enrofanent;  and  in-iact'such  deeds  ha ve^ 
^f.ofteniheen  admitted;  aad  that  was  .the  case  of  Smaitle. 
^^  v*  Willjams  v  the  deed  thf  re  did  not  need  caralme«l|. 
'^yet  being  encoUed.on  the  acknowledgment  of  ihebar^ 
gainQr,  )t  was  read  against  him  without  ^beiiag  |irvred.'?«^  .  • 
In  the  caseof  Smartlev.  Williams,  an  esamioed  oo^ 
af^tbe  ennrfmeatofa  deed  of.bar^gatn  and  3alfi,iby  which  a 
term  <>f  years  was  assigned^  was  offisped  ia  evidence. wilk 
out  any  proof  o£the  baEgainor^s4Bealiag  aBd.deh'vei!y.i.  tit 
was  objected,  that  .the  copy  of  .the  deed  enroHed  was  not 
evidence,  because  the  interest  assagnedv  beJBgaiily  auenn^ 
passed  immediately,  and  the  enrolment  aftenraMb  i&jia 
more  than  an  enrolment -of  an  obligation':  but  Aexovitt 
ovemded  this  objecti(^,  ahd.heid,  that  ^^thc  adsnowled^ 
moot  of  the  deed  by  the  lessor  befomthe  master  in  Chais- 
eeiy  is  g^aod  evidence  against  himself^nd'against  all  whoi 
elaim  aoder  him  (I)."  So,  in  the  case  of  JUady-Hokroft 
v«  SmMi  (2)9'a  distinction,  was  made  Jietween.-deeda  of  htd- 
gain  aad  sale, .  (enrolled  in  para^anoe  of  the  atatale  ':a{ 
Henry  VUL),  and  other  deeds  •eanottad,.  and  iuaras  «held 
that  a  copyof  a  deed,  enrolled*  Car  safe*cqfltody,^«oukd  not 
be  evidenae  otbenwise' than  againat  the  paity,  whaaeafed  ity- 
and  cdhdaiming  under  him*  k  does  not  appear  inmimtf- 
of  the  authorities  cited  by  the  Chief  Baron  Giiberty  (ex- 
cepchig  the  case  of  Smartle  v,  "WlRiams,)  against  wtinl 


(1)  3  Lev.  387. 
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party  t^  copy  of  tbe  enrobneftt  was  offered  in  evidence; 
H  Ihe  enrolneai  bad  been  on  the  ockaowledgraeiit  of  the 
kargaiaor,  and  offered  as  efideoce  againat  him,  Uiere  can« 
Ml  be  a  dottbt  id  ite  beilig  adini«»ible. 

WMi  regard  to  a  copy  of  the  earotmeiit  of  k  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale,  indented  and  earolted  in  parsuance  of  thei 
ilwtate  of  Henry  VIII«9  it  is  enacted  by  statute  10  Ann. 
H*  IB.  s«  S«  (I)  '^  (for  snpplying  a  iailure  in  pleading  or  *  35t 
dertvbg  title  to  lands,  &c.  conveyed  by  such  deeds  of 
bargain  and  sale,  where  tbe  original  indentures  are  want-* 
mg,)  tlmty  where  in  pleading  any  such  }fi4entttre  shall  bo 
pleaded  with  a  profen,  the  party  so  pleading  taay  show 
fprth  and  produce  a  copy  of  the  enrohaent  \  and  such 
csapy,  examttied  witb  the  enrolment,  and  signed  by  thd 
proper  oficer  having  tbe  custody  of  the  enrolment^  and 
jmvedupoo  oath  to  be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  of  the  sami^ 
lorce  and  effect^ja^  the  indentore  of  bargain  and  sale  wouid 
be,  if  produced/'  Before  this  statute,  an  enrolment  of  thii 
deed*could  not  bavcbeen  pleaded  ^ and'thougfa  a  deed  had 
htm  ttemplified  under  the  great  seal,  yet  k  waa  nfeneseary, 
at -eonmoii  law,  to  9how  forth  the  deed  itself  nader  seal^ 
and  not  theoxemplification  (3).  So,  by  the  coonnon  taw,  it 
eonilat  or  inspeximus  of  the  king's  letters  patent  could  not 
have  been  shown  fordi  in  court,  but  the  letters  patent  them- 
selves ;  but  by  statute  3  &  4  Ed.  VL  c*  4.  explained  Iby 
Stat.  13  Eliz.  c.  6.  "  patentees,  and  persons  claimixvg  undeif 
them,  may  make  title  in  pleading  by  showing  forib  an  ex* 
empUdcation  of  the  enrolment  of  the  letters  patent,  as  ii 
tbe  letters  patent  themselves  were  pleaded  and  shown  forth  ^^ 
and  now  .they  are  to  be  given  in  evidence  in  the  mm$ 
wanner  as  ifihey  were  pleaded  (3)» 

I  Tbe  rule  cemremingi  copies  of  earcdflacnt,  appeais  lhe« 
to  be,t^at  a  copy  ot  the  enrofanent  of  a  bargain  and  sale  el 
ft(!eehald  ia  lands,  4re*  is  aa  good  eridence  as  the  origfanci  i^ 


(n  BetalK)  fttat.  8  G«  2.  c.  6.  •«  '     ^  Co.  Lit.  225.  b. 
M.  (otfoe^rDiDff  deeds  of  bamm  and       (p)  Oliit  r.  Gwya,  Hsfdr«  lit. 
islsof  iMds  is  dm  M<ihh  mmx  of 
TofkiMi^.  ^ 

3  h 


in  a*deed. 


8%If  (4)^;  bift  iMit^k  e^  ^f  (he  ail^indM  i«-m>f  wMeiuse^^ 
i(  bargain  and^sale  of  a  chattel  ihferest,  orG^thec<f8tent»^ 
ahy  other  deed  eorolled  for  safe  <:o5(od]r,  except  sud  ai^aiM 
the  party  acknowledging  the  deed ;  and  that  against  ^luck 
party,  and  agaiinst  att  claiming  undei*  htm,  a  Copy  dt^ki» 
*  356  ^roloic^t  of  any  -deed  is  admisBible  in  evideooe  (a)«  ^ 
3.  lUcital  .  ^Thirdly ,  the  recital  of  a  deed  m  another  deed  is  tviJewBa. 
against  the  party  who  executed  the  recttiiig  dMd,  «ar 
against  any  person  daiming  under  4ufli ;  adid  it  will  not  be 
necessary,  in  such  a  cose,  to  prore  ^the  extcntioii  oC  te 
recited  deed ;  but  proof  of  the  execvtioo  of  that  which 
^cites  the  other,  will  be  sufficient;  for,  the  party,  and 
those  claJmii^  under  him,  are  estopped  by  ifaesredtal  (1)^ 
Thus,  the  recital  of  a  lease  iua  deed  of  release  k^dod 
evidence  of  sach  lease  against  the  releasor^  and  those  wbq 

(4)  See  14  East  231.  ftttd  Hob-  (1)  Com.  Digi  tH.  Eridence,^. 
boufle  T.  HmmiltoD,  1  School.  k>  1i^.f¥i9^T^A%.^fukttai^&ih.i». 
t*efr.  207.  W. 

; •'      •  '      f  »>^  ■ 

(o)  A^atiite  of  the  sUte  of  New-YoHk^  aess.  36.  c  97*  fiU 

L.  370.  provides  for  the  proving  and  recordiag  of  ^  every  deed, 
coareyance  or  writing^  or  coaceroif^  aay  lands  or  .rea(  estate 
within  the  state  ;"  aod  "  any  deed,  conveyance  or  writing  soao- 
know  lodged  or  proved,  whether  the  same  be  recorded  or  not,  or 
the  record  thereof,  or  a  transcript  of  such  r^boid,  certified  by  the 
Secretary  of  this  stale,  ^Mr-the  cleric  in  whose  office  the  same  may 
be  recorded  or  registered,  under  the  seal  of  the  oourt  of  Common 
Pleas  of  the  cotmty  w&eieof  he  is  clerk,  may  be  read  in  evidence 
in  any  court  of  this  slate  •  without  farther  proof  tbereof.^^.  s;  &  1 
K,  L.  370,  371.  •  The  acknowledgment  and  proof  of  deeds  .Ib 
merriy  ^r  the  purpose  of  recording  them,  and  is  not  conclusive 
on  the  opposite  party :  the  proof  or  a^aevi'tedgineot  ssiieoesssiir- 
Jy  ex  parU  ;  and  the  parly  who  k  to  beaffected  by  the  deed mif 
question  its  validity,  and  the  force  and  eftct  of  the£innal<pihQ<L 
JaduoH  d«  Hardenbtr^  and  otherM  v»  iScAosmnofcer,  4  Jgflga.B^ 
164«  A  paper  purporting  to  be  the  record  of  a  daed,  which  waa 
not  duly  acknowledged,  is  a  nullity,  and  not  admissible  in^evjl- 
dence  either  as  a  record  or  as  a  copy  of  a  deed.  iDoer.  Ao«>  1 
/«Am.  Cot.  402*.  ^ 


«bioEi^ ^^otfer liin {9^u  Si^«iKb«re  a^f«kr^il)tr bis  deedpor 
IwiMttid  tgi  iay  out  a. siun.of.monex  in.ai^  annuity,  ^und 
Mcil9diii  the  deed^  ihat  he/h«d.givei).a  bond  for  tb?  payr 
4Btot^^  4he  iMD6y,  the  iiscital  was  hold  to  liie  .sufficient 
-e^'d^oce^f  the.  bond  ;*  for  it  was  a  CQQfessiop.by  tbe  obligor 
himself  aadstroDger  thaa  a  yerbal  ooafessioDy  being  under 
Uft  band  and  aeal  (3).*.  But  a  recilai  ci^aoot  operate  as  ao 
wtoppel  againK  tbird  peraonn  who  ^re  oettber  parties  nof 
priTies  tathe^reoitiQg  deedy-aod  will  not  be  evidence  of  tbe 
contents  of  the  re<^ted  deed  (4)  (a).  If  tbe  recital  can  b^ 
^mved  a  corvect  ctpy,  it  is  acarceiy  necc^ary  lo  observe^ 
liiat  it  will  be  admissible  like  any  other  examined.  copy> 
where  seco&dary  evidence  of  a  deed  can  be  adoitttt^d  (b). 
Y  iiaady,  a  deed  mi^  be  given  ia^evJdeaoe,  under  a  rule  of  4.  Deed 
court,,  without  proof  of  execution  j,  f(>r  the .  consent  is  coa^^  prodooed  ^ 
cl|isive,  aad  tbe  jury  are  to  try  only  such  facts  as  are  in  is- 
Me  between  the  parties  (5)* 

The  cases  above  stated  have  been  mentioned  as  except  Proof  of 
tkms  ;  for  the*  general  rule  is,  that  a  deed  cannot  be  given  ^^^^^'n- 
Ml  evidence- without  proof  of  its  execution  (c).    The  ezecu- 

m  Ford  ▼.  Grej,  1  Salk.  285.         Wrigbt,  WiUe«  11.  and  Com.  D%. 
'  (3)  Maitrliioiwis  of  Aimaikhle  ▼,  *  tit  £8toppe1^<A.  2.) 
HaiTi^  %  P.  Wmi.  .432..  per  Ld«        (4)  1  Salk.  2S5. 
Chan.  King.      See  alto  Shelley  v.        (5)  1  Siderf.  iK9.    GUb.  £r.  91. 

-  '  (a)  Vtde  1  DaXi.  67.  A  deed  recittog  another  deed. is  evidence 
of  the  recited  deed  agakist  the  grantor,  and  all  persons  claioimg  by 
title  derived  Omnd  him  sabsequentlj ;  built  is  not.eridence  against 
one  who  claims  firom  him  by  title  prior  1o  the  deed  which  contains 
Oie  recital.    Fmrou  v.  Qrig^,  4  Biimey  SSI. 

(6)  It  vras  held,  in  the  case  of  an  ancient  deed^of  tbe  loseolf 
which  soAw  evidence  bad  been  given,  where  tbe/fossession  bed  net 
been  contrary  \^  the  deed,  and  where  the  subscribing  witnesses 
had  been  long  dead,  that  a  recital  in  anotber  deed^  (between  ether 
parties,)  particularly  if  made  bj  persons  Hkety  to  know  the  iact«  * 
was  evidence  of  the  lost  deed.  -Oaratood  and  othen  v.  Dewikt  4 
Knmy  314* 

(c)  Where  a  deed  is  oSeredMn  evidence  to  the  jury,  the  oouit 
saay  either  decide  themselves  that  it  is,  w  is  not  sofficiently  pioy^  ' 
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tioa  of  everj  iDStniineiit,  that  is  attested,  wIieAe^  Under 
seal  or  not,  ought  to  be' proved  by  a  Sttbscrfbing  wknett^ 
if  he  can  be  produced,  and  is  capable  ofbeini;  examiaedi 
*  357  'l^e  subscribing  'witness  alone  is  competent  to  prove  lie 
f>xecution,  because  he  may  be  able  io  state  the  time  of  Cbe 
execution  and  aome  circumstances  of  thetransaction,  whidi 
may  be  material  and  unknown  to  other  persons.  On  an  ia« 
dictment  therefore  against  an  apprentice  for  erihting  hias*- 
self  in  the  army,  all  the  judges  held,  that  the  indenture  of 
appi'enticeship  could  not  be  proved  by  the  mast^,  butdM 
it  was  necessary  to  call  one  of  thu^  subcN:ribing  wit- 
nesscs(t)(<i)« 

This  rule  is'so  strictly  observed,  thatim  aeknowlec^mettt 
of  the  obligor  himself,  admitting  that  he  executed^ « 
bond  (2)  (6),  and  even  an  adiAission  by  the  defendant  in^an 
answer  to  a  bill  filed  against  him  for  adiaeovery  (3),  iHH 
not  dispense  with  the  testimony  of  the  subscribbg  witness  \ 
for  though  the  party  may  acknowle<%e  th^  bond,  yet  he 
may  not  know  every  circumstance  attending  the  ejuecHlicte  \ 
"  a  fact  may  be  known  to  the  subscribing  witness,  not 
.^ithjn  the  knowledge  or  recollection  of  the  obligor,  and  he 
is  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  all  die  knowledge  of  the  sub- 
bribing  witness  relative  to  the  transaction  {A)?^  The  Q^e 

is  precise! jr  the  4iaffle,   wbethgr  tho  flr^^f^f^^y\lw^gmyn»  u  t,i^ 

•    0)  R.  T.  Jenea,  Eatt A  Cr.  MU       (S)  Ca|»  v.  Dtftakgi  4*  Esit  53. 

1  Leacb.  Cr.  p.  f08.  S.  C.  See  Bowks  and  anoUiftr,  Aa^ubm 

(2)  Abbot  ▼.  Plumbe,  1  1>ourI.  of  JoneA,  t.  LoB^oHbjr,  5  T.  R. 

ns.  cited  fcr  Lawreaoe,  i.  7  T.  R.  OSS. 
^7.,  aad  2  £aat  ^87.  (4)  Per  Le  Blanc,  J.  4  East  S3. 


.edt  and  admit  or  reject  it  agcordiogly ,  or  t^wymay  jrc^  ^  evi* 
liance  to  the  jmi>^  instructing  tbem  to  disre§;srd  th^.  deed^  unlay 
they  are  satba^d  viitb  the  proof  of  its  exeoition,  Qemmmmm 
€f  Berks  ComUy  v.  Roh^  3  Binney  639.  Af'CorkU  v.  Bimun'  ^ 
Binney  348.  Vide  ante,  100*  n.  Where  ^  def^l  is  executfi  by 
virtue  of  a  power  of  attorney,  Uie  power  Itself  sbpuld  b^  pro- 
duced at  the  trial.  Johnson  v.  Masm,  1  Esp.  Rep.  89.  *  F«i#- 
r&i^h  V.  Beards  Ta\^.  26.  .     . 

.    W  Vide  fFi7/(>t^%  V.  C«r/tftoft,  9 /ofcfM.  iJep.  136.    DmntmCs 
lessee  V.  Bloomer,  I  DaU.  123.'    PeaH  v.  j!tte»,  1  T^r  4. 
(6)  Vide  Clemtnis  v.  Eason,  1  Hayw.  18. 


fo^d  at  tvMence  Ugaiost  .the  pa?ty  hioiself  who  made  it(^^ 

,W  against  n  third  per9on«(6).;.  or,  wjietber  the  deed  h,0n 

avmiDg  iostnmieat^ or  jcancelled  (7).;.  or. whether ;i|.  v  ilia 

•fooadation  of  ihe  action,  or.  comes  in  coUaterally  aa  putt^ 

4e  eTidanoe  in  the  cause  (a).'  And  this  rule  applies  eqiiaQj  ^ 

to  aU  wfftttea  instrumenteyr  which  are  attested  (a).    If,  for 

example^  ao  attested  notice  to  quitbas  been  giveato  the  de- 

4biid«nt,  which  it  becomes  necessary^  ux  prove  in  an  action 

of  ejectflleiH,  Che  execution  -must  he  proved  by  the-atieating 

^fitness ;  aodthe  circumei^aice,  thai  the  defendant  read  the 

ilotioeand  made  no  objection  toitf-caonoivary  die  case  (9). 

''^In  all  these  cases,  the  attesting  witness  ought  to  bexfiUed  *  35^ 

lo  pn>Te  the  exe€Eiitioh,.if  he  can  be  prodHced  (b)* .  If,  in* 

ddeed,  a  party  lo  .^e  suit  agrees  that  the  oth«*  party  should 

«ct  upon  the  instriimoBt,  as  If  the  witness  himself  had<been 

fH^oduced,  that  would  dispense  with  his -testimony  (!)• 

-    The  aufascribiiig  witness  i&tlo^pcove  the  deUvecy  of .  the 

-deed,  or^af  thewritiDgris.iMuttderTseal^  the  band-writing 

^  oC  Ihe  firty  (c).  *  Jl  >  is  r  not  aibaolntely  ineccAsary  that  the  ^ 

V6)r-4Bft«l'6S*  •     'iV.'"»'  '        "    («)  Bbe dcm.  Sytes  T.  Duniforf,' 
yS  'Breton  vl  Cope,  Thke  N.  P.        (1^  Lamg  v.  Rabe,  2  Boi.  k  Pull. 

^  (a)  As,  to  a  promissory  note.  JannAry  v.  Ooodmanj  1  DaU. 
lOe.  WaUamB  T.  Davis,  1  Penn.  177.  So,  to  a  receipt  to  which 
^ere  is  a  subscribing  witoess.    ffeekert  v.  Hatney  6  Bihmmf  \&, 

.  (6)  The  Sup.  Court  of  New- York  have  taken  a  distinction  be* 
tween  promissoiy  notes  to  which  there  is  a  subscribing  witness, 
'and  sealed  instram^nts :  the  eiecution  of  the  former  may  be  pi6?- 
ed  by  the  eonfessieD  of  the  maker;  in  the  other  case,  the  sub- 
acribiug  witness,  if  alive  and  within  the  state,  must  be  produced. 
HaU  V.  Phdp$,  2  Johm.  Rep.  461.  Fax  ^  Paine  v.  ReU^  3 
Jchm.  Rep.  477.  An  indorsement  by  the  party  to  a  deed,  re- 
citing one  of  the  provisos  in  it,  and  expressly  owning  it  to  be  his 
•deed,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  execution.    DiUtm  v.  Crawlj^ 

(ey  A  subscribing  witness  to  a  warrant  of  ettomey  swore,  that 
from  his  miaotes  he  found  that  he  was  present  at  a  certain  plica. 
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witness  should  see  the  party  sign  or  seal ;  if  he  seas  hun 
deliver  iialready  sigoed  aod  sealed,  or  merely  sealed^  ai 
his  own' deed,  it  will  be  sufficient*  Signing,  is.  nolrancsr 
sential  part  of  a  deed  at  comnion  law ;  but  it  has  been  re- 
quired in  some  cases  by  act  of  pariiamenl,  partiealavly  bf 
the  statute  of  frauds  (2),  which  expressly  directs  a  sigoiBg 
in.all  grants  of  a  freehold  estate  in  lands,  and  in  some  olber 
species  of  deeds ;  *  in  which,  therefore,  signiog.seemaas  ne- 
cessary as  sealing.  -i  .*> 
Signing  is  sometimes  made  necessary  to  the  execmion  of 
a  power,  by  the  express  words  of  the  deed  which  creates 
the  power ;  and,  in  such  cases,  if  attestation  of  the  signa- 
ture is  required,  an  attestation  merely  of  the  seattng  and 
delivery  will  not  be  sufficient.  Thus,  in  the  Case  of  Wrif^ 
V.  Wakeford  (3),  where  a  power  was.creatcd  to  be  executed 
by  trustees,  with  the  consent  of  the  cestui  que  trusts^  testi*' 
fied  by  writing  under  their  hands  and  setdsj  atttiPtd  by  (wo 
0rmore  credible  ii&t<KeMe#,but  the  attestation  expressed  only 
diat  the  deed  bad  been  sealed  and  delivered  by  the  cestui 
que  trusts  and  the  other  parties  in  presence  of  the  subscribe 
ing  wLt[^esses,  the  majority- of  the  court  of  Common  Pleas 
determined,  that  the  poWer  had  not  been  duly  executed  % 
for  the  question  is  to  be  determined  by  the  true  construcp 
tion  of  the  terms  of  the  attestation,  and  by  that  alone ;  and 
the  word  ^^  sealed,''  according  to  its  true  acceptation  and 
*  959  ^ordinary  sense,  cannot  be  considered  as  implying,  that  the 
parties,  who  put  their  seals  to  the  instrument,  put  also  their 

(2)  St.  29  C.  2.  c.  3.  8. 1.  (3)  4  Taunt.  £14 ;  Mansfield,  Cb. 

J.  dissenting.    17  Ves.  464.  S.  C.  • 

_H__imi  ■  I       ■    I  -T   ' ' ■ • " ' "*" " ^1 

en  a  certain  day,  being  the  day  the  warrant  l>ore  date,  aiMt'lhat 
upon  reference  to  the  warrant  he  found  his  name  in  his  own  hand- 
writing as  an  attesting  witness,  and  that  the  seal  appeared  to  be 
taken  from  an  engraving  he  then  and  still  had.;  and  from  all  these, 
oincomstances  kp  was  eotmifked  that  he  watprteenly  and  witnesst^^ 
the  etecution  of  the  instrument :  this  was  held  sufficient  proof  of 
the  warrant  to  go  to  the  juiy.  PigoU  ▼.  Holloway^  1  FtmH^  436^ 
Et  vide  Churchm  r.  Speig^'s  Ex'r$,  2  Ha^.  338. 
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liandft  to  ity^  or.  signed  k  in  the  porelence  of  the  witnesses* 
It  was  fordier  determiaedpin  this  case  ( 1 ),  that  a  subsequent 
attestation,  indorsed  upon  the  instrument  after  the  death 
of  one  of  the  cestui  que  trusts,  and  expressing  that  the 
jparties  had  ako  signed  in  die  presence  of  the  subscribing 
witnesses,  would  not  cure  the  original  defect ;  on  the 
ground  that  the  attestation  to  constitute  a  due  and  effec- 
tual execution  of  the  power,  ought  to  make  a  part  of  the 
same  transaction  with  the  signing  and  sealing,  such  being 
the  usual  and  common  way  of  attesting  the  execution  of  all 
kiatrttments  requiring  attestation.  So  in  the  late  case  of 
Doe  on  the  demise  of-  Mansfield  v.  Peach  ^3),  where  the 
power  was  directed  to  be  executed  '^  by  any  deed  or  writing 
fouler  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  parties  to  be  by  them 
duly  executed  Jn.th^^presence.  of,  and  attesttd  by^  two  or 
more  witnesses^'^  and  the.  attestation  was  only  of  the  seal- 
iog  and  delivery,  the  court  of  King^s  Bench  were  of 
opinion,  that,  in « order  to  make  a  due  execution  of  the 
power  in  this,  case,  the  instrument  ought  to  .be  made 
wHiir  all  the  forms  required  by  the.  power,  and  that  there 
musf'also  be  an  attestation  of  its  execution  with  all  those 
forma ;  and  with  respect  to  the  second  point,  which  arose 
here  as  well  as  in. the  case  of  Wright  v.  Wakeford,  the 
court  said,  it  was  not  necessary  to  determine  at  what  pre- 
cise time  the  attestation  must  be  made,  but  that  the  attes- 
tatioii  subsequent  to  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties  could 
not  give  to  Uieir  act  an  operation  which  it  never  had  dur- 
ing the  lives  of  the  parties.  Where,  however,  the  deed 
creating  the  power  directed,  not,  that  the  instrument 
dbpuld  be  atiestedhj  witnessesfhut,  that  the  power  should 
be  executed  by  any  writings  to  be  signed  and  sealed  m  the 
presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses j  and  the  deed  in  pursu- 
ance: of  the  power  was  expressed*  to  be  executed  in  the 
presence  of  the  witnesses,  but  the  attestation  applied  only 
^t4^the  sealing  and  delivery^  the  chancellor  was  of  opinion,  «  $so 

that  in  such  a  case  it  might  be  properly  left  to  the  jjify  to 

(t)  See  also  t7  7<f .  457.  .  (2)  May  21,  1814,  3  Msde 

9clw.57e.  • 


OfOmFroafofihA  JPi.%. 


V  dat  the  dc<d  wtt  signed,  at  H  poftnHBil  ip  heg 
in  the  prcgonte  of  fkie  wkBUses,  wbo  ntteiled  the  stnfim 
and  delivery  (1). 

In  consequence  of  diedecbions  in  tke  canei  of  Wngkt 
r.  Wakefeid  and  M anafieU  ▼.  Peacb,  (wbidi  m^ 
die  tides  tif  porchasers,  in  ease  die  fret  of  si|;natne 
not  expressed  in  the  memoraddoin  of  sttestationy)anaetof 
parfianient  has  been  lately  btrodoced  (2X  ^riudi 
^  that  everj  deed  or  otiier  instrument  dhrmig 
the'  mtenlion  to  exereise  any  ponrer,  ndnritj,  or  tnnt,  w 
to  signify  die  consent  or  'directiDa  of  any  penbn,  wtaai 
eoosent  or  directioa  n&y  be  necessaiy  to  be  so  uguAed^ 
sball^  if  duly  signed  and  executed,  and  in  other  reelects 
duly  attested,  be^  (froqi  the  date  thereof  and  so  as  to  es*» 
taUish  derivative  titles,)  of  the  same  validily  and  ^feel, 
and  proveaUe  in  the  like  manner  as  if  4i  memoiandam  of 
attestation  of  signature,  .or  of  being  under  hand,  had.been 
subscrtbedJby  the<«itness ;  and^he  atftistalioOi  eKpiessiag 
iho  h£t  of  sealing  and  ddivering,-  wiihooD  oKpreasing  ^ 
fiKt  of  signing  or  any  odier  form  of  attestatfoo,  shall -ittif 
^bde  the  proof  or  the  ptesumpdon  of  signatursk?;^ 

Ssaling  is  essential  to  a  deed,  but  it  is  not  material  irith 
what  seal  it  is  sealed ;  and  any  number  of  parties  may  me 
the  same  seal  (3)  ;  or,  one  may  seal  for  the  rest  with  dieir 
consent,  and  the  deed  will  be  as  binding  as  if  every  one 
had  put  his  several  seal  (4).  Thus,  where  one  of  two  de* 
fendants,  in  the  presence  of  die  other  and  by  his  andmrilyi 
executed  a  bill  of  sale  for  diem  both,  the  two  defemjasis 
being  partnere  in  the  ttaasaction,  but  there  was  only  one 
seal,  and  if  did  not  appear  whether  the  seathad  bemi  pOt 
tirice  upon  the  wax,  ^ eourtof  King^s  Ben^heh^^mr 
36 1  *no  particular  m6de  of  delivery  was  necessary ;  imd'ttatil 
was  suiBcient,  if  a  party  executing  a  deed,  treated  if  ai  Mr 
own.  The  report  adds,  that  the  coiirt^  relied  principally 
oa  the  circumstance,  that  the  deed  had  been  executed  by 

(i)  Btf»Queen  v.  Farqdhar,  1 1  Vfe.        «)  PeiUos,  ch.  %  «.  134. 
(2)  St.  54  G.  3.  c.  1««. 
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one  fJefeDdsnt  for  himself  and  lb«  other,  m  the  preiaut  cf 
fifcc  DlAn'(l).  If  a  bond  executed  abroad,  is  declared  upon 
in  the  usual  form,  as  a  deed  made  and  seeled  by  the  de- 
fcndant,  and  the  instrument  on  b^g  produced  appears  not 
to  have  a  seal,  but  instead  of  it  a  penmark  of  a  particular 
kind,  evident  is  admissible  to  show,  ibac  it  is  the  custom 
of  the  country  to  ex«cuEe  bonds  in  this  manner  (3)  {a), 

■With  rcgavd  to  the  delivery,  no  particular  form  or  cere- 
moay  is  necessary  :  it  will  be  sufficient,  if  a  party  te^ifies 
his  intention  in  aqy  manner,  whether  by  action  or  by  word, 
todeliver  or  put  it  into  the  possession  of  the  other  party  ; 

(1)  BbI  *.  DoMtarrfBc  and  ut-  (3)  AdUu  t.  Kmt,  1  Boc.  £  P«lf. 
other,  4  T,  H.  313.  360. 

(a)  This  was  the  decisioD  of  the  Jujge  at  N,  P.  ia  the  case 
of  Adam  f.  Kerr ;  but  tbe  court  of  C.  B.  granted  a  rule  to  show 
cause,  oa  thegroand  that  evidence  of  the  custoin  ought  Dot  to  bare 
been  admitted ;  the  rule  however  Was  afterwards  di«cbar|;ed  on  a 
compromise  between  tbe  parties :  this  Case,  tbeo,  c*n  bardly  be 
considerad  ss  warrantiiig  tbe  poeitlDn  in  tbe  teit :  die  reporter 
Umself  stales  the  point  with  aQwcre,  and  Kent,  C.  J.  in  Warrtm 
T.  Ljtch,  6  JoAnt.  Rtp.  239.,  ia  noticii^  this  caw,  says  that  it  bad 
OQt  altered  tbe  commoD  law  in  Westminster  Hall.  Tbe  case  of 
Warrtu  v.  LfuK,  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  s  piomiasory  note 
•tecuted  in  Viiginii  and  payable  in  New-York,  to  tbe  signature  to 
which  was  added  a  scrawl  eoclosing  the  letters  L.  S. :  it  was  ob- 
jected on  tbe  put  of  the  defendant  that  Ibis  was  a  sealed  instru- 
ment and  coiue<iuentIy  that  tbe  form  of  action  was  improper. 
Tbe  court  held  that  it  was  not  a  sealed  iostrumenl.  The  opi- 
nioB  of  Kent,  Ch.  J.  costaios  all  tbe  leamiog,  both  ancient  and 
modera,  oa  tbe  subject  of  seals ;  sod  sbotn  condutively  that  tbe 
coounoa  law  regards  oothii^  as  a  seal,  but  wu  or  some  other  te- 
aaciooa  tubitaace  with  an  impression  upon  it.  This  note  would 
BBt  have  been  regarded  as  a  speciahy  in  Virginia,  ita  although  a 
scrawl  nay  be  equivalent  to  a  seal,  (Joi|ci4-  Tetn^  v.  Logmtad, 
I  Watk.  At.,)  yet  to  give  it  Uist  eflect  there  must  b 
[immnn  in  the  body  of  the  toatnimeat  to  show  that  hi 
iaieDtio»  of  the  parlies.  Baird  r.  BU^prmie,  1  t 
.IiuCm'*  jUm'x  v.  WkiUofVt  £c'n,  1  Afvs.  467.  Vi< 
i:.«t(MT.jV'i>i/{,  1  Ai//.63. 
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ast  if  A  parly  U^rew  the  deed  upoa  a  ^bkc  vi»j^  .4ie  inig)t 
that  it  may  be  takea  by  the  otheri  wbp  acqprdiogly  ta^ 
i| ;  or,  if  a  jptraajer  deliver  it  with  the  absent  of  the  parly 
to  the  4eed  (3)  (i).  If  the  deed  is  lo^d^  by  a  corporation 
actual  deliv^  h  not  required ;  aiyl  Afxng  the  connnw 
|9al,  that  iS)  the  corporate  aealy  or  apy  othej^  used  ior  t}B^ 
occasion  (4),  is  taotamouiu  .to  a  delivery  ^  but  if  tbe^  ocm^ 
porate  body  had  gtvea  a  ktter  of  attorney  to  deliver,  this 
deed  iA  not  theirs  tUI  delivery  (5). 

It.  has  been  before  mentioned,  that  propf  of  deliveiy, 
without  any  proof  of  signing. or  sealing,  will  be  ^uQcieftf 
evidence  of  execution ;  for  the  party  by  delivering  a.  deed, 
purporting  to  be  bis  own,  adopts  the  seal  and  the  si|pa» 
ture.  But,  under  particular  circumstances,  less  evident;^ 
has  been  admitted  to  prove  the  execution.  Thus,  in  a  case 
where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  a  few  minutes  after 
having  executed  the  deed,  brought  it  to  the  witness  in  an 
*  362  ^adjoining  room,  and  desired  him  to  attest  it ;  another  at- 

testing witness  was  still  in  the  room,  where  the  dped  had 
been  executed ;  and  it  was  further  proved^  that  the  witoes^ 
was  acquainted  with  the  defendant's  hand- writing,  ai|^  that 
the  defendant  knew  of  his  being  acquainted  with  it,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  acknowledged  the  insirdment ;  but 
there  was  no  proof  of  the  act  of  delivery,  and  no  rea«on 
was  shown,  why  the  other  attesting  witness  could  not  be 
called  to  prove  the  delivery ;  in  this  case  the  court  of 
Common  Pleas  was  of  opinion,  that  the  whole  mi^  be 


(3)  Com.  Dig.  IH.  Evidence,  (A.        (4)  Perlpna,  c.  d.  s*  UB. 
tt),  Co.  Lit.  38.  a.  [I!^ote  223.]  (o)  Co.  Lit.  66.  a.  [Note  ttl. 
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(b)  Vide  Ferplqnck  w.  Surry,  12  Jokm.  lUp.  536.  *Gooimk 
w.  Waiker,  1  J  ohm.  Ca$.  250.  ]>elivery  of  a  deed  to  a  third  per- 
lon  for  the  use  of  the  grantee,  and  without  his  knowledge  becomes 
a  valid  delivery  on  the  subsequent  assent  of  the  grantee,  which 
has  relation  back  to  the  original  time  of  delivery.  Haieh  v.  tfolcft, 
9  Mau.  i2«p.  307.  Beldm  v.  Carter,  4  Day  66.  Possession  by 
the  grantee  or  his  heirs,  of  an  ancient  deed  is  evidcKe  of  dfltveiy. 
MaUory  v.  A^pinmM,  2  Day  280. 


I  I  ■w  i^i       ■  ■  — ^wy^»^^^^^^^^^^i1f^ 
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Considered  as  one  transaction,  and  that  there  was  sufficieftit 
frroDf  of  the  execution  ( I ). 

*  If  a  deed,  ot  other  written  instrument,  is  fittested,  but 
none  of  the  witnesses  are  capable  of  being  examined,  the 
course  then  is  to  prove  an  attesting  witness's  hand- writing ; 
and  this  will  be  a  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution ;  as,  \ 

where  the  attesting  witness  is  dead  (a) — or  blind  (2) — or  f 

incompetent  (o  give  evidence,  either  from  insanity  (3),  or 
from  in&my  of  character  (4),  or  from  interest  acquired  after 
tiie  execution  of  the  deed  (5)  {hy^-^v  where  the  subscribe 
iitg  witness  is  absent  in  a  foreign  country  (^)  (c),  pf  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  superior  English  courts,  so  as  fiot  to 
be  amenable  to  their  process  (7)  (d)— or  where  he  cannot 
be(€)  found  after  strict  and  diligent  inquiry  (8)t.     The 

(1)  Parke  T.  Mean.  2  B01.&  Pull.  (6)  Co^Uaa  ▼.    Williamson,    1 

217.     Powel  V.  Blacket,  1  Eip.  N.  Doug.  93.    Wallia  v.  Delaocj,  7  T. 

P.  C.  90.    GreHier  y.  Neale,  Peake  R.  S66.  (c).    Adam  v.  Kerr,  1  Bos. 

N.  P.C.  14«.  ft  Pull.  361. 

(S)'W6od  ▼.  Drary,  t  Ld.  Raym.  (7)  Priqpe  t.  BlMkbiini,'2  East 

T^,  per  BxAiy  C.J.  260.     1  Bos.  U  PnU.  961 . 

(3)  Vin.  Abr.  tit.  Cvideace,  (T.  (6)  Anoo.  case,  IS  Mod.  6^7.,  per 
1l»  4S#)  pi.  It.  Banett  ▼.  TaTfor,  Holt,  C.  J.  7^  T.  R.  266.  CuaBlfe  t.' 
9yeff.iuii.38I.. Slenoll,2Ewt\^a^ro«byv*PercJC» 

(4)  Mies  V.  Mason,  2  Stra.  833.      1  Taunt.  365.    Parker  y.  Hoskins, 
•  (5)  Gott  ▼.  Trtteey,  1  P.  Wmt.    8  Tkimt.  228;    Wardel  t.  Fetmor, 

287.  289.  Godftev  ▼.  Norris,  1  Stra.    2  Campb.  282. 
SAl.    Sw&e  ▼•  Ben,  5  T.  R.  371. 

■«i.-  *  .  .  - 

t  la  the  caae  of  Caolift  y^Seftoa,  (2  East  183.)  it  was  proved  that  dili- 

gant  inquiry  bad  been  ma^  after  one  of  the  attesting  fntnesses  to  a  bond^ 

I         I         '  ■        ■  ■         H    I  I  I ■!   »       ■  ■■■ 

(a)  S.  P.  MfiU  V.  Doughty^  1  Johm.  Cos,  280. 

(b)  S.  P.  Lenee  of  HamUUm  v.  Marsden^  6  Binney  45.  Ha* 
milUm  T.  WUliams^  I  Hayw.  139.  S.  C.  2  Hayv.  101.  Contra  2 
Hafoo.  329. 

(c)  S.  P.  SlvJby  V.  Champlin^  4  Jchm.  Rep.  461.  It  was  held 
that  the  absence  of  a  subsimbing  witness  was  sufficiently  accoi^t- 
«d  for,  who  bad  saiTed  for  Spain,  and  had  been  driven  back  by 
stress  of  weather  mto  an  English  port  shortly  before  the  trial,  and 
expected  to  sail  ^gain  immediately,  but  it  was  not  known  at  the 
time  of  the  trial,,  whether  he  had  sailed  again  or  not.     Ward  v, 

r,  1  Taunt.  461. 
((f)  Vide  Baiber  ▼.  BUmU,  2  Hajfrn,  404. 
(<)  Vid«  J(me»  t.  BrinUey,  1  Hayw.  20. 


H83  OftkePr06fofD$ed$i  '£Ck«: 

liand-trriting  ^of  tbe  attesting  wUncBses  is  evidefibe':'i0E 
erery  thing  on  the  face  of  the  instrument ;  the  sealilig^aiiA 
delivery  wtU  be  yjresinned  («)  ^  nad  it  mri]^  not  be  necfes- 

at  tbe  residence  of  the  obligor  and  obfi^ee,  without  bemg  able  to  obtaip  anj 
intelligence  of  such  a  person ;  this  was  considered  a  sa(fid6nt  gnwiteJifeU^ 
tittgiB  proof  of  the^haod-wrilnf  of  tbe^othcr  «tteftiag  nrftiMss,  wl»  UA 
«Dce  btoone  ioteretlad  as  adoiijustratriz  ta  the  obfiget,  a«d  W8#,%jpWli|* 
tiff  on  the  record.  In  the  case  of  Crosby  ▼.  Percy,  (1  Jaunt.  2f^)^  (he 
court  of  Common  Pleas  held,  tliat  proof  of  the  hand-writing  of  an  mestmg 
witnett  had  been  properij  admitted,  after  proof  that  diligent  hfjArj^htA 
been  niade  for  faim  at  hk  mual  f^ace  4t  verideiioe,  where,  m  anmtc  t6ite 
inqmrj,  inlorasation  was  receiTedf  as  also  from  the  latlMr  of  .the  •fttitipg 
witness  fliat  he  had  absconded  to  avoid  his  creditpn,  and  was  not  ,to  be 
found.  In  tbe  last  case  cited,  of  Wardel  t.  Fermor,  (ft  Campb.  t3t,\  evi- 
dence of  the  hand-writing  was  admitted,  on  prbofthat  twelve  moMtt  be* 
fore,  a  commiisioB  of  bankrupt  had  beea  med  oat  against  thfewtecittiig 
witness,  who  bad-not  appeared  at  the  Ume  fixed  for  his  serrender. .  It  is 
not  posiible,  by  any  geneial  role,  to  ascertain  precisely  in  what  cases  tins 
proof  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  hand*writing  will  be  adnifl^.*  ^^i<^ 
ease  must  depend  upon  its  own  pecidiar  circonstanccs*  But  im  tlUxaamit 
ouglit  to  be  satastetorily  proved^  that  a  naeonable,  lionest,  and  Mgttk 
iaquiiy  has  been  made,  without  any  evawMi^  add  withont  any  design  Ip 
overlook  the  witness  (6). 

*. 

(a)  Vide  MUward  y.  Temple-,  1  Campb,  376.,  in  which  io  ^n  9^ 
tion  of  debt  on  bond,  tbe  attesting'  witnesses  hand^writing  beiif 
admitted,  Ld.  EUenbdrough  said,  this  might  tie  taken  as  a  preamto- 
tire  admission  of  all  he  professed  to'  attest, 'tod  would  bavte  be^ 
called  to  prove.  '  '' 

.  (6)  Vide  Co(k  v.  fToocffCKi;,  5  Crfmcft  13.  Whei^the  witoesses 
to  a  written  contract  were  the  sons  of  tbe  defendamwho  .executed 
it,  and  the  plamtiff  the  day  before4fae  circuit,  inquired  of  the  de- 
fendart  for  the  witnesses  in  order  to  subpoena  them,  and  waaX^tlaf- 
]y  told  by  the.  defendant  that  they  were  gone  00  a  Journey ;  thk 
was  hcH  not  to  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  admitting  other  teatimc^f 
of  the  hand- writing,  tbe  plaintiff  not  bavtt^  used  »uffi<;ieot  ^- 
gence  to  procure  tbe  witnesses.  MiU$  4r  (uwtk^  t,  T^mtl,  6 
Jokns,  Rep.  121.  r         . 


Secti;]  Of  the  Pm^  of  SkHh^  ^3i^ 

awT^rUK'imve  tbe  bMd^wrilingt*of  tlfe  port;  (c)  :4o.  du^ 

'  But^  m^ci^efi,  whrnr^Uiere  is  bo  subaeribinf  .wiineM-oyi 
tbe  deed  (i/)— or,  wbere  the.  subscribrag  witness,  denies 
having  anjr  Impwledge  of  the  ^ecution»  (which  is  the  s^me 
thiog  as  if  theee  were  bo  witnesses  at  all  (3),) — or,  wbei'e 
the-Dftme  of  a  fictitious  persbn  is  inserted  (3),  or  where 
die  attesting  witfiess  was  interested  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution Gtf  the  deed)  and  continues  so  at  the  time  of  tbe 
irial  (4)  (€))--or,. where  the  person,  who  h^  put.hisname  ^  *  864 
19  Mbscribinf^  ^witness,  did'  so  wicfaoat*  thFknowledg^  or  r 
Consent  of  the  parties  (1)f-or  if,  after  diligent  intjairy^ 
nothing  can  be  heard  of  the  subscribin^^itness,  so  that  he 
ctts  neither  be  produced  himself^  nor  ly  band-writing 
proved  (a) ;  or  if,  at  die  time  of  the  execotimi,  he  was  of 


^ 


1)  Prince  ▼.  BTftckbimi,  2  Cast  rf  note).    See  also  Blartony.  Toon. 

f.    Adam  T.  Kerr,  1  Bos.  &  Poll.  Skm.  SSQ.     Abbot  t.  Pkimbe,  1 

teO.    Waltis  T.  DelaBcy,  7  T.  R.  Doug.  216.    BarrowB  t.  Lock,  10 

tea;  (e),  Ld.  Kmoo  coatrm  Vet,  jm,  474-4%ip|M  y.Tarker,  1 

.    (2)  Giellier  ▼.  Iveale,  Peake  N.  P.  Campb.  412.  contra. 
C.  145.,  raled  by  Ld.  Kemren.  Ley        (3)  Fauet  ▼.  Brovn,  Peake  N.  F. 

▼,  Ballard,  3  E>p.  N.  P.  C.  173.,  by  C.  29. 

Ld.  Kenyoo.  Fituerald  v.  Ebee,  2        (4^  Swire  ▼.  Bell,  5  T.  R.  371. 
Campb.  635.,  by  Lawrence,  J.  h/c-        (T^  MH3r&w  t.  Gentry,  3  Catopb. ' 

mba  T.  Dean,  ib.  SS6.  n.  'by  Le  281;    4  Taunt.  290.    ^ 
BIboc,  J.  (in  tbe  case  of  a  premisso* 

t  In  tiie  case  of  a  deed  executed  in  tbe  East  Indies,  and  attested  by  if. 
witness  resident  there,  tbe  sfat  26  G.  3.  c.  57.  s.  38.  enacts,  "  that  it  shall 
be  sufficient  to  prove  the  hand-writing  of  the  party  to  the  deed,  a|id  of  the 
attasting  .witness,  and  HaA  tbe  witness  is  reldent  in  Ifae  East  ladies.^ 

(c)  vide  Slulfyy.  Champlin,  4  John$.  R^.  461.  In  the  follow- 
iog  cases  it- was  held  that  after  pfoviag  the  hand-writiDg  of  the 
H^itneas,  the  hand-writiag  of  the  party  shoold  be  proved.  Ifop- 
Atttf  V.  De  ihijff^ttreid,  2  Bay  187.  oiiphtmt  r.  T<»ggafi,  1  Boy 
tB6.    Irving  v.Jrvk^,  2  Hoyw.  27.    Et  vide  3  Bimey  192. 

(d)  Vide  Ingfimr:  HbU,  1  Hayn.  193. 

(t)  3o,  wbei^  Ibe  witness  at  the  time  of  attestation  was  tiie  wife 
ef  the  obligor,  ^dhu  v.  Brid^t  Adm'n,  1  ffoyv.  19. 
^  (a)  So,  where  the  sobscribing  witness  was  dead  and  bis- hand* 
writing  eould  not  be  proved*  Jomt^t  Adm^n  v.  BlomU^i  Ex*r$^  1 
Hayto,  238.,  or  if  the  subscribing  witness  is  out  of  tbe  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  and  no  person  to  be  found  within  its  jurisdiction  who 
can  prove  his  hand-writing.    Clark  v.  Sandermi,  3  Bumey  192. 
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writing 


'Of  ike  Pfotfof  DetA.  ^.9. 

«iMii  M  nfefMHts  diaraotery  M  tc^  iittke>ft{iir  ifie<iifl]ieteiit 
to  ^give  evidence :  in  these  cases,  the  execution  Okay  h^ 
pvdfed,  hf  ptwmg  ike  hand-^mtaig  of  Ae  ptfty  tai  the 
diMid;  or,  by  senypenbif  pi^sent  l^t  fke  eaieetfliotiy 
tlMi^b  he  is  Aot  ind^med  arwitnees  <d)f ;  or,  by  proof  fd 
aof  ttdmfaaioii  of  the  ptny  UoMflf  tec  be-  eieemed  tiie* 
deed  (6).  And  proof  of  Ao  party's  teiid-Writiiig  m  a  suffix* 
citAt  gfouiid  for  preisimiSng,  thM  fte  deed  was,  aa  it  piiN! 
ports  to  be,  seated  and  Mrrend  (^  (c); 

The  aimptest  and  Most  obrkma  proof  of  haiM)*wrifiag  is^ 
the  (festiinony  di  a*  ititneas,  who  saw  the  pa)>6r  or  sigmptUNP 
aetually  written.^  B^t  a  great  rariety  of  caaea  miiisr  coeti^' 
jUiaHy  occur,  where  aocb  a  dire<it  kind  of  evid^nte  cannot' 
possibly  be  procared.  The  writing  aaiy  be  aecyet^'as  moiit* 
conitflffitty  happen ia  cascai  of  a  fi^aiiAulant  ori:ritoiin«}  wa*' 
tore-;  or,  if-  any  person  was  present,  he  may  be  dead  or 
unknowitr.  In  this  deficiency  6f  pbsftiv^  proof,  the  bes^' 
evidence,,  wfakh  the  nature  of  the  caae  admita»  ia^  the  ui« 

•  •  •        •  •  ' 

mCom.Dig.tit.EYideiice,(B.3).    P.  C.  14Bf.    Burrowi;  t.  Locfti^  10 
(3)  Gi^lier  t.  Necle,  Peake  N.    Vei,  Jlik.  474. 


(b)  Vide^Cott  T.  l>KiifiJ»i^,^4  Ea$e$  R^.  SB.  13.  C.    &  £<p. 
lU^.  16. 

(c)  If  a  deed  be  attested  by  sereral  8%bscribing  witioesses,  the 
execution  aoay  be  prored  by  one  of  theJki ;  or  if  none  of  tese- 
witnesses  can  be  pi9dnfed,^|^fOof  of  Iba  sipMtiwa  of  one  witaoa 

vmr  Rw  uuiftunmi*      mnwcj    i-w*      mil  Kmcnv  mo  UAUU^WIIuIIk^  OT 

otie  can  be  proved,  it  is,  in  xei^eial,  neeessaiy  to  aceount  for  the 
other  subscribing  witness  not  being  produced,  though  the^tnd-' 
ness  of  the  nile  may  be  dispensed  with  under  particidar  dicumr 
stances,  as  in  the  case  of  an  ancient  deed,  or  wheie  it  itts  exediled 
iQ  afereiga  country,  ivhea  proof  of  Ae  haad^writkigof  one  attest- 
ing witness  may  be  sufficient  priina  facie  evidence  to  go  to  tbe 
jury.  JtA^iHok  d\  LMngtt(^  *•  «*?«  r.  Burton,  II  f ohm.  R^. 
64.  7  Term  Repi  166.  n.  1  Bos.  ^  PtJl.  36(1;  Where  there 
wem  ttiree  obtigoni  and  the  a^tioti  brought  agaikist  ode  of  them 
only,  the  other  obligor  was  d^jwed  to  be  a  witnei^  to  pibi%  iheT 

eVBfeution  of  the  hottd'  by  ^le  defendant.    L6duii\  v.  CMtoa,  | 
Sit*  3^1. 


S^j&t  1.]         ^ih  PmfofJMls.  SM 

ilfWGi9^tioa  of  wteeaipestQqaaiiiijed  mth  tbe  fuppoaed  writ^» 

who,  from  seeing  him  write,  have  ^cquifed  %kQowlec^^  Of 

lu9  h^od-wriuiig;  for  ia  every  pjefson's  maoo^r  of  wrUing 

ib^re  is  fi  irertain  4i*tific|  prevfulittg  cfaiu^cter,  which  may 

Ite  tidily  discoyered  hf  obftervaUon, .  wdy  when  once 

Jpiovo,  loay  be  afterwards  applied  as  a  standard  to  try 

ap))t  othw  specnens  of  writing,  whose  genuineneas  is  dis- 

pi^,    A  witness  laay  therefore  be  aaked^  whether  he  hfts 

seen  a  particular  pf  r^on  wrile^^and  afterwards,  whether  he 

belieiF^s  the  paper  m^  dispute  to.be  his  hand-writiiig.  This 

<BomM  of  ep^ioination  .evidently  involves  two  questions ; 

first,  ^whether  the  sjapposed  writer  is  the  person  of  whom         *  i%S 

the,  witness  spe^$,  and  secondly,  if  be  is  the  person,  whe« 

thir  he  wrote  the  fiaper  in  dispute.  The  first  is  a  question 

of  identity  \  Ute  s^^eond  a  question  of  Jadgment,  cnr  a- com* 

parison  in  the  mind  of  the  witness  between  the  general 

standard  and  the  wxiting  produced* 

.-This  kind  of  evidence,  like  all  probable  evidencef  ad^ 
naiits  of  every  possible  degree  from  the  lowest  presumption 
to  the  highest  moral  certainty.  It  may  be  so  weak  as  t6 
be  utteirly  Unsafe  to  act  upon,  or  so  strong  as  in  the  mind 
of  any  reasonable  man  tp.  produce  .conviction*  The  wk- 
ness  may  have  been  in  the  constant  habk  of  seeing  him 
write,  day  after  d^,.  for  years  together,  on  common  trans* 
a«tii0ns,and  in  the  course  of  important  business ;  and  what 
bellnv  fneans  cmi  he  have  of  gaining  the  most  accurate 
knowledge  of  his  mann^  of  writing  ?  On  the  other  hand; 
it  may  be  found  perhaps  on  inquiry,  that  he  has  seen  him 
wrKe  only  a  few  words,  many  years  ago,  or  only  once ;  or 
the  specimens,  which  he  saw,  were  perhaps  slight  and  im* 
perfect,  made  in  a-hurry,  at  distant  intervals,  pr  from  some 
other'  cause  were  not  the  fair  average  specimeq#  of  his 
general  style  .of  writing,  but  deviations  from  the  common - 
form  I  in  which  caseii,  the  impcessipn  on  thd  mind  of  the 
witness  will  be  faipt  and  in£^ccu)i^te*  But  wh^texer  degree 
of  weight  his  testimony  mny  deserv.e^  which  is  a  question  . 
exclusively  for  the  jury^  it  is  an  established  rule,  that  if  ^ 
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baB  seen  the  person  write,  he  will  be  competeBt  to  speil 
to  his  hand-writitag  (1). 

On  the  triad  of  Algernon  Sidney,  as  appears  frofli  the 
printed  report  of  that  case  (^,  thf'ee  witnesses  were  called 
to  prove  a  paper  to  be  his  hand-writing :  the  first  said  he 
h^d  seen  the  prisoner  write  the  indorseoient  upon  several 
*  M6  *Im118  of  exchange,  and  that  he  believed  the  paper  to  have 

been  written  by  him :  this  evidence  was  objected  to  as  a 
comparison  of  hand-writing,  bat  admitted :  the  second  wit- 
ness said,  he  had  not  seen  the  prisoner  write  more  than 
once,  but  that  he  bad  seen  his  indorsement  upon  bBls, 
and  that  the  paper  was  very  like  it :  the  third  witness  said, 
he  had  seen  several  notes,  which  had  come  to  him  with 
the  indorsement  of  .the  prisoaer^s  name,  and  that  he  had 
paid  them,  and  had  never  been  called  to  account  for  mis^ 
payment :  the  whole  of  this  evidence  was  received*.  The 
prisoner,  in  his  defence,  still  insisted  that  nothing  bat 
the  comparison  of  hand-writing  had  been  offered  as  proof 
.  against  him ;  and  the  act  of  pariiament,  irfuch  reversed 
his  attainder,  states  the  admission  of  this  evidence  as  one  of 
the  grounds  of  the  illegality  of  his  conviction*  That  act 
recites,  among  other  particulars,  that  ^*  that  there  had  not 
"  been  sufficient  legal  evidence  of  any  treasons  committed 
^  by  him,  there  being  produced  a  papeijj^bund  in  his  closict 
**  supposed  to  be  his  hand-writing,  whkh  was  not  proved 
''  by  any  one  witness  to  have  been  written  by  him ;  6iff  tiU 
^fwry  was  directed  to  believe  it,  by  comparmg  ^  with  other 
"  writings  of  his  (I)*''  However,  if  the  printed  report  of 
the  trial  is  correct,  something  more  than  the  mere  com* 
parison  of  hand-writing  was  laid  before  the  jury ;  lor,  ac- 
cording to  that  report,  the  first  witness  had  seen  the  pri- 
soner write  his  name  several  timesr  And,  though  it  may 
be  objected  to  the  testimony  of  the  two  last  witnesses,  that 
the  indorsements,  mentioned  by  them,  were  not  sufficiently 

(1)  Lord  Preston's  caie,  4  St.  Tr.  Eac ieton  and  Corentiy  ▼.  KjqgttoB, 

446,7.  Fnlfecia^s  caie,  S  St.  Tr.  10.  8.  Yes.  jiai.^138.474. 

LajwrU  case,  6  St.  Tr.  27$.    R.  r.  (2)  3  St.  Tr.  802. 

Dr.  HeoMj,  1  Barr.  S44.    And  tee  (1)  Cited  in  Lajer^i  case,  6  St. 
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ptpved  U>  ^v«  been  written  by  the  prisoner,  that  objectioa 
will  not  apply  to  the  other  witness,  whose  evidence  was 
oertainly  admissible.  The  same  kind  of  evidence  was  ad- 
DUtte<J  in  ixitd  Preston's  case  within  a  year  after  the  re* 
v«rsal  of  Sidney's  attainder,  and  has  been  since  received 
jn^ma^  cases  of  great  authority  (3). 
■  :$Aiietber  method  of  acquiring  a  knowledge  oi«hana< 
writing  is  by  means  of  a  written  correspondence.  If  a 
'^itsesB  has  received  letters,  purporting  to  have  been 
wrktes  by  aparticulacfierson,  on  subjects  of  business,  or 
of. such  a  nature. as  taalces  it  probable,  that  they  were 
written  by  tlie  hand  from  which  they  profess  to  come,  he 
oaybe  admitted  to  speak  .to  that  person's  hand-writing. 
Tbe  same  questions  occur  jtere,  as  have  been  before  men- 
tiotted  in  the  case,  where  a  witness  speaks  from  having  seen 
the  person  write;  and, in  addition  to  these,  one  other 
question  arises,  concerning  the  identity  of  the  person  wbQ 
wrote  the  letters ;  e^d  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence 
must  depend  upon  this,  whether  there  is  good  reason  to 
believe,  that  the  specimriu,  frf»n  which,  (he  witness  has 
dwived  his  knowledge,  were  wriuen-by  the  supposed 
wntw  of  the  paper  m  question.  If  this  point  is  clearly 
proved,  the  witness,  who  has  received  the  lettem,  will  fre- 
quently be  able  to  givewore  satisfactory  evidence  than  one 
trbo  ims  seen  the  person  in  the  act  of  writing;  for  the 
kRtor  may  have  xeenkim  write  but  seldom,  or  on  occasions 
wfcich  were  not  likely  to  eicite  attnttion.;  ivbile  the  other 
taay  b»ve  bad  froqirent  opportunities  of  re-perusing  the 
leDers,  ttad  therleetert  tliemselves,  having  been  written  on 
HbjectE  of  busiaws,  W'U  probably  have  more  consistencv. 
and  exbib«^B-ai^cr  specimea  of  the  general 
faand-'wi^^ag' 
•  '  Thc'drat  rttpAFted  case;  in  which  tbc.admis; 


ia)  Videilwv.  Tmdy,^  Jtf'A'oUy409.     Rtx 
SUx  V.  &uar$,  Id,  416.     Way'i  Etp.  Rtp.  873.  a 
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kind  of  endence  appears  to  have  been  decided,  is  the  case 
of  Lord  Ferrers  v.  Shirley,  which  is  thus  ««tated  in  Fiu- 
gibboa'a  Reports  (1).  ^^  Upon  a  feigned  issue  out  of 
chancery,  directed  to  be  tried  at  bar,  whether  a  deed,  pre- 
tended to  have  been  executed  by  the  Earl  Ferrers  in  the 
year  1683,  was  his  deed  or  not,  several  witnesses  were 
called  lo  swear  to  the  band- writing. of  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses .then  dead,  and  amougst  others,  one  J.  J.^  who  would 
368  *have  sworn  to  the  name  of  J.  Cottingtoo,  whose  Dame 
was  on  the  deed -as  a  witness,  because  he  had  seen  several 
letters  written  by  Cottington;  thereupon  he  was  asked 
whether  he  had  ever  seen  Cottington  write ;  to  which  ke 
answered,  that  he  never  did,  nor  ever  9aw  the  person  that 
wrote  the  said  letters,  but  that  bis  master,  (to  whom*  (}ijs 
letter^  were  written  for  the  rent  of  a  pai^t  of  the  estate  of 
the  late.Earl  Ferrers,  which  his  said  master  held,)  informed 
him  they  were  the  letters  of  Cottingtoo,  the  Lord  Fer- 
rers's  steward,  who  was  the  person  pretended  to  have  at- 
tested the  depd  in  question*  It  was  hereupon  objected  to 
his  testimony,  because  be  could  not  sa^  with  any  certainty, 
whether  or  not  the  writer  of  the  letters  was  the  sw>e 
person  that  attested  the  deed ;  for  Cottington,  who  was  sup- 
posed to  write  the  letters,  might  get  some  other  person 
to  write  those  very  letters  for  him  5  and  the  counsel 
insisted,  that  in  all  cases,  where  a  witness  would  swear  to 
band-writing,  he  must  be  %bk  to  say,  that  he  saw^such 
person  itrite*  The  cqurt  rf^etsted  the  witness,  becautie  he 
eould  not  ascertain  the  identity  of  the  pereon.  But  Loid 
Raymond  said,  "It  wa^  not  necessary  in  all  causes. tb^t 
the  witness  should  have  seen  the  person  write,  to.whiQ^ 
hand  he  awears;  for  where  there  lias  been  a  fixed  con^ 
spondee  by  letters,  and  that  it  can  be  made  Q^t.tkael.the 
party  writing  such  letters  is  the  same  man  O^t  atft^Bted  a 
deed,  that  will  entitle  a  witness  to  swear  to  that  persoi^^a 
hand,  though  he  never  saw  him  write,''  .Page,,  J.  .said, 
^^If  a  aubocribing  witness  to  a  deed  Uvea  »  Ihe-West  in- 
;  <fieft,  whose  hand-writing  is  to  be  proved  in  England,  a 
witness  here  may  swear  to  bis  hand,  by  having  seen  th# 

(1)  p.  196. 
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letters  of  such  person,  written  by  him  to  his  correspondent 
in  England;  Because  under  the  special  circumstances  of 
that  case,  there  is' no  other  way,  or  at  least  the  difliculty 
will  be  great,  to  prove  the  hand-writing^  of  such  subscrib- 
ing witness.^'  But  Lord  Raymond  differed,  and  said,  ^^  that 
these  special  circumstances  could  iiot  vary  the  reason  of 
the  thing*''    It  was  further  objected  to  the  same  witness, 
that  he  should  produce  the  letters,  that  the  court  and-  the 
*jury  might  be  able  to  judge  of  the  resemblance  between         *  369 
the  hand-writi^  of  U&e  letters  and  that  on  the  deed ;  but 
this  was  overruled  by  the  court,   "  because  the  witness 
iQigfat  well  have  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  character  of 
Cottington's  hand-writing,  by  having  seen  siereral  letters 
written  by  him.''     The  rule  to  be  deduced  from  this  case 
is,  that  a  witness  may  be  admitted  to  speak  to  a  person's 
hand-writmg,  if  he  has  seen  letters  which  can  be  proved  to 
have  been  written  by  him ;  but  that  this  antecedent  prool 
of  the  identity  of  the  person  is  indispensably  necessary ; 
,  and  further,  that  hearsay  evidence  of  identity  is  totally  in-  ^ 
admissible*      The  case,  reported  to  have  been  ptit  by 
Page,  J«,  is  not  very  clearly  stated.    If  it  is  understood  to 
mean,  that  where  a  subscribing  witness  resides  abroad, 
slighter  proof  of  his  signature  may  be  given  than  is  nec«^ 
sary  in  other  cases,  it  certainly  cannot  be  supported ;  buf^ 
if  the  meaning  is,  that  his  signature  may  be  proved  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  be  were  dead,  by  a  witness  who  has 
«een  letters  proved  to  be  of  his  writing,  thp  case  is  war- 
ranted by  many  later  authorities,  which  h^e  been  already 
mentioned.    And  with  regard  to  the  I^^t  objection,  namely,  / 
that  the  witness  ought  to  prpducp  the  letters,  that  the  jury 
might  judge  of  the  resetiabldiice,  it  appears  to  have  been 
made  as  a  prelimip^^y  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  his 
evidence,  ai)i*  ^a«  therefore  properly  overruled.     But 
after  thi"  ^^^tness  has  been  regularly  admitted  to  give  h» 
^vK^^e,  it  seems  reasonable  that  the  opposite  party 
4fiouId  be  allowed  not  only  to  cross-examine  as  to  thye 
number  and  appearance  of  the  writings   which  the  wit« 
ness  professes  to  have  seen,  but  also  to  call  upoa  him 
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to  produce  the  writings  in  court,  that  the  jury  may  judge 
of  the  means  which  the  witness  had  of  forming  his 
opinion. 

Another  authority,  in  support  of  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Lord  Ferrers  v»  Shirley,  is  Layer's  case  (1),  on  a  trial 
^  370  *lbr  high  treason,  where  the  witness,  (who  had  received 

letters  itom  the  prisoner  on  business  five  years  before, 
which  he  answered,  and  transacted  the  business  accordii^ 
to  the  directions  in  the  letters,  and  had  been  paid  for  it,) 
was  allowed  to  speak  ,to  the  hand-writing  of  a  treasonable 
paper  charged  upon  the.  prisoner ;  and,  though  the  witness 
in  this  case  had  seen  the  prisoner  write  some  years  before* 
the  receipt  of  the  letters,  yet  independent  of'S^t  circum- 
stance his  evidence  was  adjudged  to  be  admissible*  If  he 
had  formed  his -judgment  of  the  prisoner's  hand-wrtting 
from  these  letters  alone,  ^^  if  the  case  had  gone  no  fur- 
ther^"  said  the  Chief  Justice,  "  nobody  could  have  doubted 
but  that,  according  to  the  usual  course  and  rules  of  evi- 
dence, the  paper  ought  to  be  read."  With  respect  to  the 
interval  of  time  that  has  elapsed  since  the  witness  saw  the 
prisoner  write,  or  received  letters  from  him,  that  is  a  cir- 
cumstance not  to  exclude  him  from  giving  evidence,  but  to 
be  left  with  all  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case  to  the 
consideration  of  thejury, 

Thi«  rule  of  evidence  appears  not  to  have  been  settled 
at  the  thue  of  the  memorable  trial  of  the  seven  bishops, 
who  were  tr>vi  for  a  libel  in  the  fourth  year  of  James  IL 
In  the  course  oNhat  trial,  a  witness,  called  to  .'prove  the 
signature  of  one  of^e  bishops,  said  he  had  received  let- 
ters from  him  on  businesw^,  aivd  that  he  had  done  what  the 
letters  required,  and  that  ht  btUeved  the  signature  in 
question  to  be  the  bishop's  hand-wtWog,  but  could  not 
swear  that  those  letters  were  written  by  Vi^Vn.  iTn's 
was  the  strongest  evidence  in  the  case,  excepting  ^be  proof 
of  the  archbishop's  signature,  which  was  proved  b^.^^e 
who  had  seen  him  write.    But  Mr*  Justice  Powell  thoughv 

(1)  6  St.  Tr.  276.  Gold  v.  Jones,        (1)  4  St.  Tr.  338. 
1  Blaok.  ^p.  384.  S.  P«  ' 
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if  an  objection  to  the  evidence  before  mentioned,  that 
the  witness  had  never  seen  the  bishop  write,  and  that  the 
receipt  of  the  letters  was  not  sufficient,  unless  he  could 
also  swear  who  had  written  them.  A  long  and  desnhory 
^rgament  ensaed  on  the  admissibility  of  the  paper  in  *  371 

question,  the  counsel  for  the  |)rosecution  insisting,  that  the 
signatures  of  the  bishops  had  been  proved,  and  the  coun- 
sel on  the  other  side,  that  the  proof  was  insaificieht. 
Mr.  Justice  Powell  said(1),  '^he  thought  the  paper  had 
^^not  been  sufficiently  proved  to  be  subscribed  by  the 
'*  bishops.  It  is  too  slender  a  .proof  for  such  a  case.  I 
^^grantjlij^'  he  added,  'Hncrvil  actions  a 'slender  proof 
^  is  snd^^m  to' make  out  a  man's  hand,  as  by  a  letter  to  ^ 
^a'  tradesman  or  a  coirespondent,  or  the  like  ;  but  in  cri- 
'*  minal  causes,  such  as  this,  if  such  a  proof  is  allowed, 
where  is  the  safety  of  your  life,  or  any  man's  life  here  ?" 
The  judges  were  equally  divided  in^opinion,  and  the  pa- 
per was  not  allowed  to  be  read.  Thus  it  appears,  that  dt 
that  time  the  rule  of  evidence,  which  has  been  mentioned, 
was  not  admitted  in  criminal  cases,  though  even  then  it 
was  acknowledged  to  be  reasonable  in  cases  of  a  civil  na- 
ture. But  this  distinction  is  no  longer  made.  If  the  rule 
is  true  in  the  one  case,  it  must  be  equally  true  in  the  other ; 
for  the  rules  of  evidence,  which  oge  the  laws  of  truth,  must 
be  uniform  and  universal  (a). 

(1)  P.  345. 

.  (a)  In  an  action  on  a  promisspry  note,  the  confidential  derk  of 
the  plaintiff  was  admitted  to  prove  tl^e  hand- writing  of  the  indorser 
from  the  knowledge  which  he  had  acquired  from  the  correspon- 
dence between  the  plaintiff  and  indorser,  although  he  had  never 
seen  the  latter  write.  Tiiford  v.  Knotty  3  Johns.  Cos.  211. 
Where  the  witnesses  to  a  will  were  all  dead,  and  one  of  them  had 
signed  the  Initials  of  his  name  as  hb  mark,  and  the  testator  had 
also  signed  his  mark,  and  the  hand-writing  of  two  of  the  witnesses 
was  proved  ;  and  a  witness  at  the  trial  in  1807,  swore  that  he  had 
seen  the  other  witness  make  his  mark  in  the  year.  1760,  to  a  paper 
n  his  possession,  and  that  from  a  comparison  of  the  two  marks, 
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CoaqmiMn  In  tlie  cases'  which  have  been  mentioned,  the  proof  of 
^J^l^^^  hand* writing  is  fomrded  on  a  knowledge  of  die  g^aeral  cha- 
racter. The  witness  is  supposed  to  have  formed  a  standard 
in  his  mind,  and  with  that  standard  to  compare  the  writing 
in  question*  But  no  other  kind  of  comparison  will  be  af- 
lowed.  It  is  an  established  rule  of  evidence,  that,  hand- 
writing cannot  be  proved  by  comparing  the  paper  in  dispute 
with  any  other  papers  acknowledged  to  be  genuine.  The 
reason  usually  assigned,  is,  that  unless  a  jury  can  read,  they 
would  be  unable  to  institute  a  comparison,  or  judge  of  the 
supposed  resemblance  (9) ';  a  reason,  however,  which  ap- 
pears to  be  too  naiTow  for  a  rule  of  such  gemgjj^pplica* 
tion*  Another  reason,  fbf  rejecting  suclb  en^Hmrison, 
*  372  *seeins  to  be,  that  the  writings  intended  as  specfflens  to  be 

compared  with  .the  disputed  paper,  wouU  be  brought  tc^e-^ 
ther  by  a  party  to  the  suit,  who  is  interested  to  select  such 
writings  only  as  may*  best  serve  his  ptirpose,  and  they  are 

'  (2)  MacfersoDT.  Thoytes,  Peake  N.  P.  C.  20.    Brookbard  v.  Wood- 
I«]r,  do«  tt.  (b). 


and  from  the  peculiar  maDoer  in  which  one  of  the  initial  letters 
was  made,  he  believed  the  mark  affixed  to  the  will  was  made  by 
the  witness  to  it :  this  was  held  sufficient  evidence  of  the  ezeq^tiop 
of  die  will,  to  permit  it  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  when  accompanied 
with  evidence  of  a  possession  by  the  devisees  under  the  will,  and 
of  .the  declaration  of  one  of  the  other  witnesses  in  his  life  time,  as 
to  the  due  attestation  by  all  the  witnesses.  Jackson  d.  Fan  Ihuen 
it  others  V.  Van  Dusen,  5  Johns,  Rep.  144.  Where* the  question 
was  whether  an  alteration  in  a  will  was  made  by  the  ongisal 
draughtsman  or  a  stranger,  witnesses  were  offered  who  were  well 
acquainted  with,  and  swore  to  the  scribe's  hand- writing,  and  who 
swore  that  certain  deeds,  then  in  their  possession,  which  they  pro- 
duced to  the  jury,  were  the  band-writing  of  the  scribe,  and  con? 
tained  certain  peculiarities  observable  in  the  will,  and  that  they 
had  frequently  known  the  scribe  to  write  in  the  same  manner ;  the 
evidence  was  held  admissible,  and  that  it  was  not  a  mere  compa- 
rison of  hands.  Smith  v.  Fenner^  Rep,  C.  C,  IT,  S,  First  Circi, 
r70. 
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not  likely  therefore  to  exhibit  a  lair  specimen  of  the  ge* 
neral  character  of  baDd-writiDg.  It  has  been  thought  by  ' 
SQOie  an  inconsistency  in  the  rules  of  evidence,  to  allow  a 
witness  to  compare  in  his  mind  the  disputed  paper  with  the 
iippfession  which  a  short  and  transient  view  of  writings 
may  have  made  upon  his  memory ;  yet,  on  the  other  hand, 
pot  to  perqait  the  jury  to  compare  it  with  writings,  proved 
tp  be  authentic,  present  in  court,  and  open  for  inspectkMi. 
The  only  answer  which  occurs  to  this  objection,  is  that  be- 
fore suggested,  namely,  that  the  writings,  which  are  pro- 
duced as  specimens,  having  been  selected  by  an  interested 
party  to  serve  a  present  purpose,  are  open  to  suspicion, 
and  liable  to  the  imputation  of  contrivance  (a)* 
,  When  the  antiquity  of  a  writing,  purporting  to  bear  a 
person's  signature,  makes  it  impossible  for  a  witness  to 
swear  that  he  ever  has  seen  the  party  write,  it  has  been 
held  sufficient,  if  the  witness  l^s  become  acquainted  with 
his  manner  of  signing  his  name,  by  inspecting  other  an- 
cient writings  which  bear  the  same  signature,  provided 
those  ancient  writings  have  b^n  treated  and  regularly 
preserved  as  authentic  documents.  Thus,  where  a  parson's 
book  was  produced  to  prove  a  modus,  the  parson  having 
been  long  dead,  a  witness  who  had  examined  the  parish- 
books  in  which  the  same  parson's  name^was  written,  was 
permitted  to  swear  to  the  similitude  of  the  hand-writing ; 
^*  for  it  was  the  best  evidence  in  the  nature  of  the  thing, 
for  the  parish-books  were  not  in  the  plaintiflf  s  power  to 
produce  ( 1 )."     Hence  it  may  be  inferred,  that  if  the  parish- 

(1)  Yw  La.  Hftrdwieke  io  Cbaac.  Dec.  1746,  cited  in  Bull.  N.  P.  [936]. 

(a)  In  AUesbrook  y.Roachf  1  Esp,  Rep.  361.  Lord  Kenyon  al- 
lowed the  )\kty  to  examine  papen  admitted  to  be  the  party's  hand* 
writing,  and  to  compare  them  with  the  writing  in  ques^on,  and  to 
draw  their  own  cobcKuiob.  It  faa»  been  held,  in  Connecticiit,  that  ^ 
comparison  ot  the  hand*writing  of  the  ^arty,  is  admissible  evi- 
dence  in  a  criminal  prosecution ;  and,  like  all  other  evidence,  to  be 
left  to  the  triers  to  weigh  and  comider.  State  v.  Brvnson^  I  Root 
307. 
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books  could  have  been  produced,  they  might  have  been 
brought  into  court,  and  a  Comparison  made  between  those 
signatures  and  the  signature  in  question.     And  this  infer- 
*  373  *ence  is  supported  by  two  late  cases  (1),  in  which  a  signa- 

ture in  an  entry,  purporting  to  have  been  made  by  a  person 
long  since  deceased,  was  allo^ired  to  be  compared  with  an- 
other signature  of  the  same  person  in  a  deed  of  settlement, 
and  this  evidence  by  comparison  was  admitted,  on  the 
ground,  that  at  such  a  distance  of  time  no  better  evidence 
of  the  fact  could  be  obtaihed*. 

In  a  case,  where  the  question  was,  whether  a  will  had 
been  forged,  a  clerk  of  the  general  post  office,  who  had 
been  regularly  employed  to  inspect  franks  and  detect 
forgeries,  was  admitted  by  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  on  a 
trial  at  bar,  to  speak  to  the  general  appearance  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  will,  and  to  give  his  opinion,  whether  it  was 
written  in  a  natural  or  imitated  character  (2).  The  judges 
considered  it  entirely  a  question  of  art,  which  might  be 
answered  by  a  witness  of  skill  and  experience.  The  wit- 
ness, however,  in  his  ejmmination,  admitted  that  he  had 
never  detected  an  imitation  of  the  hand-writing  of  an  old 
person,  who  wrote  with  difficulty,  and  might  be  supposed 
frequently  to  stop ;  and  that  they  judged  principally  by  see- 
ing, whether  the  letters  were  what  they  cdX\ed  pamted,  or 

(X)  Bnue  v.  Rawlios,  7  Ea«t  282.        (2)  Revet  t.  Braham,  4  T.  R. 
■.  (a),  ruled  by  Le  Blaoc,  J. ;  More-    497. 
wood  V.  Wood,  14  East  328.  S.  P. 


*  In  an  earlier  cade,  before  Mr.  Justice  Tates,  tliit  k&ad  of  evidence  ite 
rejected.  The  plaiatiff  ia  that  case,  io  support  of  a  ^nodiis,  produced  a 
paper  cootaining  a  particular  of  tithes,  and  said  to  be  the  hand*  writing  0£ 
the  deceased  rector.  In  order  to  prove  that  this  was  the  writing  of  the 
rector,  whose  name  it  bore,  th«  plaintiff's  counsel  o^red  to  produce  severs] 
returns  of  births  and  burials  in  the  parish,  purporting  to  have  been  made 
and  signed  by  the  same  rector ;  and  on  comparing  the  signature  on  the  re-> 
turns  with  tfaoit  on  the  paper|  the  hand- writing,  it  was  said,  would  appear 
to  be  by  the  same  person.  But  Mr.  Justice  Yates  rejected  the  evidences 
Brookbard  v.  Woodley,  Appendix  to  Vm.  Ab.  vol.  ir.  267.  Peake,  N.  P. 
C.20.  S.  C. 


^ 
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Bt  the  statute  or  frauds  (2),  <'  all  devises  of  lands  or 
tenements  devisable  by  that  statute,  or  by  the  statute  of 
wills  (3)*,  or  by  force  of  any  particular  custom,  are 


(1)  4  E«p.  N^  P.  C.  117. 145i  (3)  St.  32  H.  8.  c.  1.,  expkuDea 

(S)  St,  S9  C.  S.  c.  3.  s.  6.  by  St.  34  H.  8  c.  ^^ 

•  The  statoteaof  the  38d  and  34th  of  Henry  VDI.  gave  the  power  of  de' 
ning  to soch  penoMonlj as  held bytecase^  and  had  an  estate  of  iiiheiit« 
anoe  in  fee-siiDpIe.  But  cc^jyfaokls,  not  being  held  by  socage  tennre,  can^ 
not  be  devised  under  these  statutes,  nor  are  they  made  devisable  by  any 
ckiffBe  in  the  statute  of  fran^;  and  ihey  are  coniiclered  to  be  in  their  at-' 

3  o     • 
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passed  over  by  the  pen  a  second  time,  which  might  happen 
to  any  person  from  a  failui^  of  ink*  In  the  same  case, 
after  the  witness  had  proved  that  the  will  was  not  genuine, 
he  was  shown  a  paper  admitted  to  have  been  written  by  a 
*person  suspected  of  forging  the  will,  and  was  then  asked,  *  374 

whether  in  his  opinion  that  paper  and  the  will  had  been 
written  by  the  same  person.  The  question  was  objected 
to,  but  admitted  by  the  court ;  yet  this  was  evidently  a  mere 
comparison  of  hand*  writing,  and  ^,  sort  of  comparison  the 
least  of  all  to  be  trusted,  as  it  was  an  attempt  to  trace  a  re- 
semblance between  two  papers,  which  the  writer  would 
endeavour  to  make  as  unlike  as  possible.  This  subject  was 
much  discussed  in  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Cator  (1),  tried 
before  Mr.  Baron  Hotfaam,  from  which  case  this  distinction 
may  properly  be  made,  namely,  that  persons  of  skill  may 
be  called  to  ascertain  whether  hancT-writing  is  genuine,' 
or  whether  it  was  written  at  interrupted  strokes,  like  the 
writing  of  a  person  attempting  to  imitate  the  hand  of 
another ;  but  that  they  cannot  be  asked,  whether  the  same 
hand,  which  wrpte  another  paper,  wrote  also  the  feigned 
paper. 
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*quired  to  ^  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  so  devising 
tbe  same,  or  by  some  other  person  in  his  presence,  and  by 
his  express  direction,  and  to  be  attested  and  subficribed  in 
the  presence  of  the  said  devisor  by  three  or  four  credible 
witnesses,  or  else  they  shall  be  utterly  void,  and  of  no  ef- 
fect." . 

This  clause  describes  the  solemnities  which  ought  to  at- 
tend the  execution,  and  particularly  adverts  to  the  character 
of  the  witnesses  and  the  situation  of  the  devisor  at  the 
moment  when  the  act  of  attestation  is  performed.  *'  That 
tbe  statute  had  a  main  view  to  the  quality  of  the  witnesses," 
said  Lord  Camden  in  the  case  of  Hindson  v.  Kersey,  ^*  will- 
appear  .from  this  consideration/  namely,  that  a  will  is  the 
only  instrument  in  it  required  to  be  attested  by  subscribing 
witnesses  at  the  time  of  execution ;  while  leases,  marriage 
agreements,  decIaraVions,  and  assignments  of  trusts,  Were 
only  required  to  be  in  Writing  and  signed.  These  are 
transactions  of  health,  and  protected  by  valuable  consi- 
derations, and  antecedent  treaties ;  but  a  will  is  often  exe- 
cuted suddenly  in  a  last  sicl^iess,  and  sometimes  in  the 
article  of  death ;  and  the  great  question  to  be  asked  in 
such  cases  is,  whether  the  testator  was  in  his  senses  when 
he  made  the  will  ?  and  consequently  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution is  the  critical  moment  which  requires  guard  and 
protection.  What  4S  the  employment  of  the  witnesses  ? 
It  is  to  inspect  and  judge  of  the  testator's  sanity  before 
they  attest,  and,  if  he  is  not  capable,  they  ought  to  refuse 

tore  not  proper]/  the  subject  of  a  devise,  for  tbey  do  not  pnn  bj  a  irifl 
menfj  as  a  will,  but  by  wiU  and  tumnder  taken  together.  Hie  poraelioe 
IS  to  sannender  to  tfM;  n^e  of  tbe  ownei's  Ipsl  will,  an4  pn  ^.  supendar  tbe 
win  operates  as  a  declaration  of  Uie  use,  and  not  as  a  doTis^f  the  land  it* 
9tU*  A  devm  tberefore  of  copiyhold  lands,  or  oC  costomarj.  lands  which 
pass  by  surrender  and  admittaiSce,  does  not  require  any  attestation ;  nor 
win  it  require  a  signature,  unless  a  signature  is  made  neceesaiy  by  tiie 
terms  of  the.  surrender  to  (be  use  of  the  WiO.  WagstaffV.  Wagstaif  SP. 
Wms.  tse.  TttffiKll  T.  Page,  f  Atk.  37.  Carey  t.  Askew,  S  0io.  Cb- 
&ep.fia.    Doe  dm.  Cook  ▼.  OanTers,  if  East  299.  atr 
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to  attest  (a).  In  other  cases,  the  witnesses  are  t>asdive) 
here  they  are  active,  and  in  truth  the  principal  parties  to 
the.  transaction.  The  testator  is  intrusted  to  their 
care  (1)  *.''*  According  to  this  ^reasoning,  the  credibility  *  376 
or  competency  of  the  witnesses  (for  the  term  <<  credible'' 
is  to  be  cmistraed  in  this  passage  as  synonimous  with 
"  competent,")  must  be  considered  with  reference  to  the 
time  of  attestation  (ft) ;  so  that,  if  one  of  three  attesting  wit- 
nesses would  have  been  incompetent  to  give  evidence  at 
the  time  of  his  subscribing,  (as  from  want  of  reason,  or 
from  conviction  of  some  in&mous  offence  (]},)  the  will  is 
not  duly  executed  within  the  statute  of  frauds*  Upon  this 
principle  it  was  determined,  soon  after  the  passing  of  the 
statute,  that  a  devisee  could  not  attest  a  will  under  which  be 
took  an  interest  (2)  (c).     But  considerable  doubts  wereaf* 

(1)  Hindson  t«  Eenej,  4  Burn.        (S)  Hiffiard  t.  JTenmngs,  1  Ld. 
Eccl.  L.  88.  Ra/u.  BOB,    Con.  Ref).  91.  8.  G% 

(1)  Peodock  V.  Mackinder,  Willes^ 
IUp.666. . 

*  There  has  been  a  dlibrence  of  opinioD  refl|)ectiDg  the  meaainif  of  the 
term  ^  credible,'^  in  the  fifth  lection  of  the  statute  of  fiaudi.  Lord  Hans- 
field  thought  it  iaaococatef  and  that  it  had  sfipped  into  the  atatafo  as  k 
word  of  course ;  and  that  the  witnesses  need  not  be  competent^  as  that 
word  is  understood  m  law,  at  the  time  of  the  execution.  ^^  If  all  the  wit- 
nesses,'* said  Lord  Mansfield,  *^  swear  that  the  testator  did  not  execi|^  if 
thej  had  at  the  time  the  wont  charaetersy  aiM  had  committed  the  most 
infamoos  actians,  yet  their  attestation  dinswers  the  peccssaiy  foraiy  beeaase 
the  testator  meant  to  comply  with  the  law»  and  might  not  know  them  to  be 
bad  men.  Objections  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,'*  he 
added,  ^*  should  be  left  to  be  judged  of,  as  cases  arise,  by  general  princi- 
ples, by  analogy  to  the  law  of  witnesse«  in  other  instances,  and  by  aipi- 
menu  drawn  from  the  nature  and  fitness  of  the  thing  with  regard  to  justice^ 
coQTenieiice,  and  the  intent  of  the  statute."  Wyndham  t.  Chetn^nd,  1 
Burr.  418,  419. 


(a)  The  law,  says  the  Sup.  Court  of  Massachusetts,  places  the 
witnesses  around  tbe  testator  fo  try,  judge  afid  determine  whether 
he  IS  compos  to  execute  the  will.  Poin-le  4r  othert  ▼.  Richard$&n^  3 
M<m,  Rep.  390.  ace.  Htywood  v.  Hazard,  1  Bay  336. 

(6)  Vide  Amiory  v.  FtOvw,  6  Mau.  Rep.  219.  t 

(c)  Vide  Starr  ▼.  Starr,  «  Rooi  SOS.    DUlmm  v.  Rait$y  JjBoy  ^ 
448. 
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terwards  entertained,  whether  the  competency  of  such  an 
interested  person  might  not  be  restored  by  a  release,  pay- 
ment, or  extinguishment  of  all  his  interest,  so  as  to  admit 
him  to  prove  the  execution  (3)  (a).  In  consequence  of  this 
difference  of  opinion,  the  legislature  passed  an  act,  which, 
(after  reciting,  that  it  had  been  doubted,  who  were  to  be 
deemed  legal  witnesses  within  the  statute  of  frauds,) 
enacts  (4),  that  ^'  if  any  person  shall  attest  the  execution 
*^  of  any  will  or  codicil,  (to  whom  any  beneficial  devise, 
^^  legacy,  estate,  interest,  gift,  or  appointment  affecting  any 
<<  real  or  personal  estate,  except  chaises  on  land,  &c«  for 
<<  payment  of  debts,  shall  be  given,)  such  devise,  legacy, 
f  ^  &c«  shall,  so  far  only  as  concerns  such  person  attesting 
^  37^  ^<  the  ^execution,  or  any  person  eiaiming  utider  him,  be  ut- 

^  terly  null  and  void  ;  and  such  person  shall  be  admitted 
^^  as  a  witness  to  the  execution  of  such  will  or  codicil,  with- 
^^  in  the  intent  of  the  said  act,  notwithstanding  such  devise, 
^^  legacy,  &c.  And  in  Qase  any  will  or  codicil .  shall  be 
"  charged  with  any  debt,  and  any  creditor,  whose  debt  is 
*^  so  charged,  shall  attest  the  execution  of  s'uch  will  or 
<^  codicil,  every  such  creditor,  notwithstatding  such  charge, 
^^  shall  be  admitted  as  a  witness  to  the  execution  of  such 
«  will  or  codicil,  within  the  intent  of  the  said  act :  Pro- 
"  vided  always,  that  the  credit  of  every  such  witness  so 
^f*  attesting  the  execution  of  any  will  or  codicil  in  any  of 
« the  cases  within  this  act,  and  all  circumstances  relating 
"  thereto,  shall  be  sufcject  to  the  consideration  and  deter- 
"  mination  of  the  court  and  the  jury,  before  whom  any 
"  such  witness  shall  be  examined,  or  his  testimony  or  at- 
"  testation  made  use  of,  in  like  manner,  as  the  credit  of 
"  witnesses  in  all  other  cases  ought  to  be  considered  and 

(3)  See  on  this  subject  AnsteT  r.    ▼.  Cbetwynd,  1  Bum  414.    Hind- 
Dowsiog,  2  Stra.  1263.    Wyndbaia    son  v.  Kersej,  4  Bum.  EccL  L.  88. 

(4)  St.  85  G.  «.  c.  6.  s.  1,  %  6. 


4. 


(a)  V  ide  Shaffer' $  lenee  v.  Cor6ett,  3  Harrii  and  M'Henry  513. 
Dichan  v.  Bates,  S  Bay  448»  in  which  the  question  of  competency 
^as  held  to  refer  to  the  time  of  proving  the  will. 
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<*  determined  (a)."  It  had  been  determined,  long  before 
this  act,  that  an  executor,  who  took  nothing  under  the  will, 
and  had  no  interest  in  the  surplus,  was  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  the  will  in  a  cause  concerning  the  es- 
tate (1)  (6). 

The  best  proof  of  the  contents  of  a  will  is  the  original 
will  itself.  An  exempKfication  under  the  great  seal  is  not 
evidence  in  an  action  of  ejectment  (i) ;  ngr  is  the  probate 
of  a  will  in  the  spiritual  court  any  proof  of  a  devise  of  real 
property  (3),  even  where  the  original  is  lost  (4),  for  that 
court  has  no  power  to  grant  a  probate  of  such  devises,  or 
to  authenticate  them  on  its  rolls.  But,  where  the  contents 
of  a  will  are  given  in  evidence,  not  to  establish  a  devise, 
but  merely  for  the  purpose  of  proving  a  pedigree  stated  in 
the  will,  the  rolls  of  die  spiritual  court,  which  has  authority 
to  enrol,  have  been  thought  admissible  (9),  And  similar  . 
♦evidence  has  been  admitted,  where  a  party  to  the  suit  has  *  378 

no  right  to  the  possession  of  th^  will,  and  could  not  pro- 
duce the  original.  Thus,  in  an  avowry  for  a  rcnt*charge, 
where  theiavowant  claimed  under  a  will,  which  he  could  not 

(1)  Adob.  case,  1  Mod.  107. ;.  and  (3)  See  ante,  p.  299. 

see  Bettison  ▼.  Sir  R.  Bramlej,  12  (4)  1  Ld.   Rajrm.  732.     See  St. 

East  250.  yrhen  the  caaes  are  col-  Le^  v.  Adams,  1  Ld.  Raym.  731 ; 

kcted ;  aoid  svpra^  p.  40.  Skiimer  174. 

'  (2)  Comberb.  40.  (5)  See  ante,  p.  299. 

s 

(a)  There  is  a  similar  statute  in  the  state  of  New-York,  sess. 
36.  c.  23.  s.  12,  13.*  Under  this  act  it  has  been  held,  that  the 
devise  is  ab  initio  void,  and  consequently  that  no  title  can  be  de- 
rived from  such  devisee.  Jackson  d.  Denniston  4*  others  v.  Deri' 
nistofiyA  Johns,  Rep,  31 1.  And  if  a  husband  be  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness^ a  devise  or  legacy  to  his  wife  is  void,  and  so  vice  versa. 
Jackson  d.  Cooder  ^  others  v.  Woods,  1  Johns.  Cos,  163.  Jack- 
son  d.  Beach  ^  others  v.  Durlandy  2  Joh$u.  Cas,  314. 

(6)  Vide  Hawley  v.  Bromn^  1  Root  494.      The  judge  of  the 
court  of  probate  is  a  competent  witness  to  the  will.    M'Lean  ^ 
wife  V.  Barnard,  1  Root  462.  2  Root  332.    The  inhabitants  of  an  . 
incorporated  society  to  whom  property  is  devised  for  the  support*  ^ 
of  a  school  are  competent  witnesses  to  attest  the  will.    ComwU 
vMskam,  1  Day  35. 
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produce,  as  it  belonged  to  the  devisee  of  the  land,  the  or- 
dinary's register  of  the  will  and  proof  of  former  paymenti 
were  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  the  devisee  of  the  land  charged  (1).  In  such  a  case^ 
however,  though  the  party  cannot  produce  the  will,  he 
ought  to  give  notice  to  the  other  party  to  produce  it  (9)  (a). 
The  execution  of  a  will  is  to  be  proved  by  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses,  if  they  are  alive  and  can  be  produced.  On 
a  trial. at  common  law,  all  the  circumstances  may  be  prov- 
ed by  a  single  witness;  that  is,  upon  the  suppositiony 
that  there  are  two  others  who  would  be  allowed  to  give 
the  same  testimony  (3).  If  the  opposite  party  disputes  the 
regularity  of  the  execution,  he  may  call  any  of  the  other 
witnesses ;  but  a  detisee  will  not  be  obliged  t<>  call  the 
rest,  if  one  alone  can  prove  all  the  requisites  to  estdbKsh 
the  validity  of  the  will.  This  is  the  rule  in  courts  of  com- 
mon law*  But  on  a  bill  filed  in  Chancery  to  establish  a 
will,  the.  rule  is,  that  aU  the  witnesses  ought  to  be  exa- 
mined by  the  plaintiff.  ^^  It  is  the  invariable  practice  in 
Chancery,''  said  Lord  Camden  in  the  case  of  Hindson  v. 
Kersey  (4),  "  never  to  establish  a  will  unless  all  the  wit- 
nesses are  examined,  because' the  heir  has  a  right  to  proof 

(1)  Anoo.  case,  Rep.  temp*    Holt        (4)  4  Bun.  EocL  L.  83.    Oigut  t« 
298.    Ante,  p.  S99.  Cook,  1  Yes.  1T7. ;  TowBKikl  r. 

(2)  See  ante,  p.  336.  lyes,  1  Will.  216.  S.  P. 

(3)  Per  Lee,  €.  J.  ra'AMter  r. 
Dowsing,  2  Stra.  1254.  Bull  N.  P. 
284. 


(a)  Where  the  original  will  is  shown  to  be  lost,  the  next  best 
evidence  of  its  contents,  as  in  the  case  of  a  deed»  is  admissible. 
Jackson  d.  Donaldwn  v.  lAicttty  2  Catnef '  Rep.  363.  A  slliute  of 
the  state  of  New-York,  sess.  36.  c.  23.  s.  6.  1  R.  L.  366.  pro- 
vides  a  mode  of  proving  and  recording  wills  in  the  Sup.  Court,  or 
.1  court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  makes  a  transcript  of  the  record 
certified  by  the  clerk  and  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court  as  ef- 
I'ectual  in  all  cases  as  the  original  will.  But  such  proof  and  record 
have  been  held  not  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  heir,  who  maj  still 
impeach  the  validity  of  the  will.  Jackson  i.  WoodkuU  4*  otun  v. 
Rumseyy  3  Johns.  Cos,  234.  ^ 
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of  sanity  from  every  one  of  those,  whom  the  statute  has 

placed  about  his  ancestor.^^  * 

The  facts,  to  be  proved  by  the  subscribing  witness,  are 
that  the  devisor  signed  the  will,  or  that  another  person  * 

signed  io'  his  presence,  and  by  his  express  direction,  and  k 

*that  the  witness  and  two  others  attested  and  subscribed  in  ^  379 

the.  presence  of  the  devisor. 

First,  as  to  the  signing  by  the  testator,  it  is  not  material  Signing, 
in  what  part  of  the  will  he  makes  his  signature.  The  sta- 
tute prescribes  no  particular  form,  and  does  not  require 
him  to  subscribe,  but  simply  to  sign.  It  was  therefore 
determined,  in  a  case  soon  after  the  passing  of  the  statute, 
thaty  if  the  testator  writes  his  name  at  the  beginning  or  on 
the  side,  the  signing  is  sufficient  (1).  But  where  a  will 
consisted  of  several  distinct  sheets,  some  of  which  the  tes- 
tator signed,  and  intended  to  sign  the  rest,  but  was  not 
able.  Lord  Mansfield  thought  this  was  not  a  signing  of 
the  whole  will  (2).  According  to  Freeman^  report  of  the 
case  of  Lemayne  v.  Stanley  (3),  the  court  said,  ^^  It  is  not 
necessary  to  write,  for  some  cannot  write,  and  their  mark 
i&.  then  a  sufficient  signing ;  others  have  their  name  on  a 
stamp,  and  that  is  good  enough.''  Iq  that  case  also,  three 
judges  held,  that  if  the  testator  had  put  his  seal,  that 
would  have  been  of  itself  a  sufficient  signing  within  the 
statute  ;  but  Levina^  J.  doubted,  on  the  authority  of  a  case 
in  RoUe's  Abridgment,  where  the  court  held,  that  aa 
award,  which  by  the  submission  ought  to  have  been  signed 
by  the  arbitrator,  was  not  good  in  law,  because  it  had 
been  only  sealed.  Lord  Raymond  ruled  in  the  case  (4)  at 
nisi  prius,  and  Lord  Holt  is  also  reported  to  have  said  (5),  ' 

that  sealing  was  a  signing  within  the  statute.     But  later  ' 

authorities,  appear  to  have  considerably  shaken  this  doc- 

(1)  LemajneT.  Stanley,  3  Ler.  1.    Kersey,  4  Bum.  Eccl.  L.  92.  S.  P. 
Hitton  V.  King,  3  Lev.  99.    9  Vei.    per  Pratt,  C.  J. 
jun.  248.  .  (4)  Vl^ameford  v.  Waroelbid,  t 


&)  fMght  clem.  Cater  t.  Price,    Stra.  764. 
1  Doue.  241. 
(3)  P.  538.    See  also  Hindson  y 


(5)  Lee  r.  I.ibb,  1  Show.  68. 
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trine (6);  and  now 'the 'established  rule  seems  to  be, 
that  sealing  without  signing  is  not  a  sufficient  execution  6t 
the  will.     A  bare  sealing  certadnly  cannot  answer  the 

*  380  *purposes  which  the  legislature  had  in  view ;  it  cannot 

identify  the  instrument,  nor  d6es  it  bear,  like  writing,  any 
peculiar  character.  "  The  statute,"  said  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  in  one  of  the  cases  upon  this  subject  (1),  "  by  re- 
quiring-the  will' to  be  signed,  undoubtedly  meant  some 
evidence  to  arise  from  the  hand-writing ;  then,  how  can  it 
be  said,  that  putting  a  seat  to  it  viK>uld  be  a  sufficient 
signing ;  for  any  one  may  put  a  seal ;  no  particular  evi- 
dence arises  from  sealing ;  common  seals  are  alike ;  no 
certainty  or  guard  arises  from  thence." 

In  a  late  case,  where  it  appeared  that  the  testator  was 
blind,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  determined  that  it  was 
not  necessary  to  read  over  the  will,  previous  to  the  execu- 
tion, in  the  presence  of  the  attesting  witness  (3).  "  The 
statute  of  frauds,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Heath  on  that  occasion, 
^'  only  requires  that  the  testator  shall  execute  the  will  in 
the  presence  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  and,  in  ordinary 
cases,  when  that  is  done,  all  is  done  that  is  necessary  t6 
be  done.  In  the  case  of  a  blind  rhan,  stronger  evidence 
would  be  required  than  the  mere  attestation  of  signature, 
but  in  this  case  there  was  that  stronger  evidence,  which 
the  peculiarity  of  the  case  seems  to  call  for.  In  the  course 
of  the  argument  sufficient  attention  has  not  been  paid  to 
the  distinction  between  what  shall  be  deemed  a  literal 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  what 
sufficient  proof  to  rebut  any  imputation  of  fraud.  Hie 
question  of  frayd  is  for  the  jury  entirely,  and  here  they 
found  the  will  to  be  a  valid  will." 

At^ttatioa.  The  su]:>scribing  witnesses  are  to  attest  the  signing ;  bitt 
the  statute  does  not  direct  that  they  shall  see  the  testator 
sign,  or  that  he  should  sign  in  their  presence.    It  require^'^ 

(6)  Smith  V.  Evans,  1  Wik.  313.,  Parker,  C.  B.,  WIOm,  C.  J.,  and 

bj  Parker,  C.  B.  and  the  two  other  Sir  J.  Strange.  See  also  17  Ves.  458. 

Barons  present :  Grayson  t.  Atkin-  (X\  2  Ves.  46d. 

8on,bjLordHardwicke,2VeB.459:  (2)  Longchajnp  y.  Fisbi  t  New 

ESa  y.  Snitii,  |  Ves.  jim.  11.,  by  Rep.  41S. 
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only  an  attestation  of  the  signing.  Nolr,  at  the  time  of 
making  that  act  of  parliament,  and  ever  since,  if  a  bond  or 
deed  had  been  signed  by  the  party,  who  afterwards  ac- 
*knowIedged  it  to  be  his  hand- writing  before  witnesses,  *381 

that  was  always  considered  to  be  evidence  of  the  signing 
by  the  person  executing,  and  a  sufficient  attestation  by  the 
subscribing ^witni^ses  (]);*and  the 'i\ile  is  precisely  the 
same,  where  a  note  or  decls^ration  of  trust,  or  any*other 
instrument  which  recjtiires  a  b&re  signing,  is  acknowledged 
before  witnesses.  Pi*om  Mialogy  to  these  cases,  it  has 
been  determined  in  the  case  of  wills,  that  the  subscribing 
witnesses  need  not  see  the  act  of  signing,  but  that  it  will  bd 
sufficient,  if  tji(S 'testator  has  acknowledged  to  them,  either 
to  each  separately  or  to  all  at  the  same  time,  that  the  will 
is  his,  or  that  the  signature  is  his  hand- writing  (2).  And 
the  subscribing  witnesses  need  not  express  in  their  slttest-' 
ation,  that  they  subscribed  their  names  in  the  presence  of 
the  testator ;  but  whether  .they  did  so  subscribe,  is  a  ques- 
tion  for  the  consideration«of  the  ^'ury,  to  be  determine<i 
upon  the  evidence  (3). 

The  statute  requires  the  witnesses  to  attest  the  signing 
and  to  subscribe,  but  does  not  direct  that  they  shall  be  alt 
present  at  the  same  time  :  and  although  an  attestation  and 
subscription  by  all  the  witnesses  at  the  same  time  would 
be  the  best  security  against  fraud  and  impcMition,  by 
making  each  a  check  upon  the  other,  yet  ia  the  interpre*  ^ 

tation  of  the  statute  courts  of  law  early  ifetermined,  and  it 
is  now  an  established  rule  of  property,  that  the  witnesses 
may  subscribe  at  several  time;s  (4)i    An  attestation  by  a 

-  (1)  %  Ves.  457.  (3)  Bricev.  Smitii,  Wffles'  Rep.  f ; 

(2)  Stonebovse  ▼.  Evelyn,  3  P.  4'TaiiDt.  217. 

Won.  253.    Orayson  t.  AtkituoOf  (4)  Cook  t.  Panona,  Proc.  ia 

C  Ves.  454.    EUia  t.  Smith,  1  Ves.  Chan.  185.    Jooes  v.  Lake,  2  Atk* 

joD.  11.    Addyv.  OTix,8  Vefl.Joo.  177.,  m  not.  S.  P.,  admitted  ia  % 

604.  Westbeeeh  t.  Kennedy,  1  Yes*  Vet.  458.,  and  te  1  Vee.  jan.  14. 
4eBmm902^ 
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mark  teis  been  adjtidged  to  be  a  sufficient  subscriplioA 
withio  itie  meaning  oi^e  statute  (5)  (<i). 
.   It  is  jiot  ntcaesary  that  the  testator  should  declare  the 
instrument  executed  by  him,  to  be  his  will,  or  that  the 

*  382  *witnMSQs  should  attest  eveiy  page«  or  that  eyeiy  pi^e 

should  be  particularly  ^own  to  them  (1)»>*  The  whole 
will,  however,  ougbl  to  be  present  at  the  time  of  attest- 
ation V  for  if  a  person  majkes  a  will  on  several  pieces  of 
paper,  and  there  are  three  witiM^sses  lathe  last  paper,  and 
none  of  ihein  ever  saw  the  w^U^  this  is  not  a  sufficient 
execution  (2).  .  But  unless  there  is  positive  proof  that  the 
entire  will,  was  not  in  the  room^  the  question,  whether  it 
was  so  or  not,  is  a  qibestion  of  fact,  to  be  left  with  ,all  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case  to  the  consideratioB 
<^f  the  jpty  (3).  ...  .        ' 

.  The  witnesses  are  to  attest  and  subscribe  in  the  presence 
of  the  testator ;  and  as  the  object  of  ^is  provision  was  to 
guafd  against  fraud,  and  prevent  the  substitution  of  a 
lailse  will  in  the  place  oCithe  tr.uQ  one,  the  obvious^meaning 
of  the  statute  must  be,  that  the  testator  should  be  in  such 
a  state  of  mind,  and  in  such. a  situation,  as  to  be  capable 
of  se;eing  the  witnesses  in  the  act  of.  subscribing*  It  w;ill 
not  be  a  good  execution,,  if  the  testator  was  in  a  state  of 
ttifienftilnlity  (4),  or  if  it  was  impossible  for  fanm  to  see  the 
witnesses  subscribe*-    ^'  It  is  enough  if  the  testator  might 

^  Befii  it  is.  not  n^pessary,  that  he  should  actually  see  them 

signing ;  for  at  IVu^t  rate  if  a  man  should  inra  his  head- 
back,  or  look  off,  that  would  vitiate  the  will  (5)/'  But  if 
the- jury- find  the  fact,  that  the  testator  mi^faave  s^ea 
what  was  passing  at  the  time  of  the  subscribing,  then  it 
will  be  presumed  in  favour  of  the  attestation^  that  th^ 
testator  actually  saw  what  he  might  have  seen.    Ip  one 

(5)  Harrroa  ▼.  Harrisoo,  8  Ve«.  (^  Bond  v.  Seawoil,  5  Burr.  ITWL 

,    jiln.  185.     Addy  v.  Grii;,  ib.  S04.  (4)  Cater  v.  Price,  1  I>tHig^84]. 

(1)  Bond  V.  SeawellfS  Burr.1773.  (5)  Per  Car.  in  Shires  v.  ~" 

(2)  Per  Cur.  in  Lea  v.  Libb,  3  2  SaJk.  687. 
Mod.  262.  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  403.  a.  P. 


(a)  Vide  ante,  371.  n. 
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case,  the  testator  T\ras  sick  in  bed,  and  the  witneases  wklH 

drew  into  a  gallery,  and  there  subscribed  it,  between  which 

gallery  and  the  bed-chamber,  (where  the  testator  kry,)  there 

•was  a  lobby  with  glass  doors,  and  part  of  the  glass  waa 

bh)kea  (6) ;  in  another*  case,  the  testator  lay  in  bed  in 

*one  room,  and  the  witnesses  went  through  a  dmall  passage  ^  383r 

into  another  room,  and  there  set  their  names  at  a  table  in 

the  middle  of  the  room,  and  opposite  to  the  door,  and 

both  that  and  the  door  of  the  testator^sroom  were  open  (1) ; 

in  a  third  case,  (he  testatrix,  sat  in  her  ^rriage  o{^osite 

tfie  window  of  her  attorney's  office,  in  which  ^ce  the 

witnesses  subscrilied  thoir  names  (2) :  in  all  these  cases, 

(and  in  others,  which  might  be  mentioned  to  the  same 

efiSct,  differingonly  in  their  peculiar  circumstances,)  the 

excfcution  was  held  to  be  sufficient,  the  material  fact  being 

proved,  that  the  testator  tnight  have  seen  the  attestation,  if 

he  had  chosen  to  look* 

If  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  can  prove  the  execu- 
tion, (as,  that  the  testator  signed  in  the  presence  of  him- 
self and  two  other  witnesses,  or  that  he  acknowledged  his 
signing  to  each  of  them,  and  that  each  of  the  witnesses  sub- 
scribed in  his  present,}  this  will  be  a  sufficient  proof  of 
the  will  without  calling  the  others*  But  if  the  witness, 
who  is  called,  can  only  prove  his  6wn  share  in  the  trans- 
action, as  must  happen,  where  th^  testator  acknowledged 
his  signing  to  the  witnesses  separately,  the  other  witnesses 
ought  in  that  case  to  be  called.  If  they  are  dead,  er  in- 
sane, their  hand-writrng,  and  the  hand-writing  of  the 
testator  ought  to  be  proved ;  it  will  then  be  a  question  for 
the  jury,  whether  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
it  is  probable,  that  all  the  formalities  of  the  statute  were 
regularly  observed  (3).  The  clause  of  attestation  generally 
expresses,  ih^i  the  witnesses  subscribed  in  the  presence  of 

(6)  Sir  G.  Sheen^t   case,  cited  and  others  ▼•  Manifold,  1  Maule  & 

Carth.  81.  Selw.  394. 

(1)  Duvj  and  another  t.  Smith,  (3)  Hands  t.  James,  t  Comju^ 

3  Sa&.  395.  Rep.  530.     CroA  v.  Pawlet,  2  Stra. 

(ft)  Casson  v.  Dade,  1  Brown  Cb.  1109.    Brice  t.  Smith,  Willes'  Rep. 

G,  99.    See  also  Doe  dem.  Wright  1.  S.  P. 
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tfae  tettator ;  but  such  a  statement  is  not  absoiotely  iieoe8<> 
sary ;  and  thou^  it  is  entirely  omitted,  the  omission  wilt 
not  conclude  the  jury  from  finding  that  the  will  was  so  sub- 
scribed. In  the  case  of  Croft  v.  Pawlet  (3),  'the  attestation. 
*  384  *wafi,  that  the  will  had  been  signed,  sealed,  publiidied,  aod 

declared  as  his  last  will,  in  the  presence  of  the  sub^^bing 
witnesses ;  the  witnesses  being  dead,  and  their  ligoatures 
proved  in  the  common  way,  it  was  objected,  thatthis 
was  not  an  execution  according  to  the  statute  of  frauds  ; 
for  the  signatures  of  the  witnesses  could  only  stand  as  to 
the  facts  to  which  they  had  subscribed,  and  signing  in 'the 
presence  of  the  testator  was  not  one ;  but  the  Court  were  of 
opinion,  that  this  was  a  matter  of  evidence  to  be  left  to  the 
jury,  and  they  gave  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  will. 

If  a  subscRibing  witness  is  abroad,  who  ought  to* be 
called  if  he  could  be  produced,  his  hand-writing  may  b^ 
proved  in  tbc  case  of  a  will,  as  in  cases  on  the  execution  of 
a  deed  (a).  And  the  rule  appears  to  be  the  same  in  courts 
of  equity.  Thus,  where  a  question  aros6,  whether  it  was 
necessary  to  send  out  a  commission  to  examine  one  of  the 
witnesses^  who  was  in  Jamaica,  Lord  Alvaniey,  then  Mas* 
ter  of  the  Rolls,  held  that  it  was /M>t  necessary,  to  have 
his  examination,  but  that  the  case  was.  the  same  as  if  the 
witness  were  dead  (1) :  the  beirat  law,  he  observed,  did 
Bot  make  a  point  of  it^  bat  submitted  it  lo  the  court; 
^d  he  cited  a  case,  ^rhere  it  was  thought  not  only  un-. 
necessary,  but  very  dangerous  to  send  the  will  abroad. 
And  in  another  case^  where  it  was  objected  that  one  <tf 
the  witnesses  was  abroad,  Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  said, 
he  doubted  whether  the  rule  had  ever  been  laid  down 
so  largely,  as  that  the  will  could  not  be  proved  without 

(3)  Hands  v.  James,  2  Comyns'        (1)  Ld.  Carrington  v.  F&jne,  5 
Rep.  630.    Croft  r.  Pawlett,  2  Stra.    Ves.  ran.  411. 
1109.    Brice  T.  Smith,  WiUe8>  Rep. 

US.  P. 


(q)  Vide  if  opibifw  v.  De  Graffenreid,  2  Bay  W. 


Sects.]  Of  the  Procfof  Wia$.  384 

ezamiiiiDg  all  the  witnesses,  althaugk  that  ^ad  beeo  lb» 
practice  (2).  *        • 

If  a  subscribing  i¥itiiess  should  deny  the  execution  of 
'  the  will,  he   may  be  contradicted,,  as  to  that  fact,   by 
toother  subscribing  witness  ;  and  even  if  they  all  swear. 
diat  the  will  was  not  duly  executed,  the  devisee  would  be 
^allowed  to  go  into  circumstantial  evidence  to  prove  the  *  SS5 

due  ezcibution  (1^.  If  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  im- 
peach the  validity  of  the  wil^  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and 
accuse  other*  witnesses,  who  are  dead,  of  being  accomplices 
in^the  fraud*,  the  devisee  may  give  evidence  of  their  general 
good  character  (2). 

When  the  subscribing  witnesses  are  dead,  and  no  pro6f 
of  their  hand-writing  can  be  obtiBURed,  as  must  frequently 
ha]^>en  in  the  ca^e  of  old -wills,  it  will  be  sufficient  t6 
prove  the  signature  of  the  testator  alone.  In  a  case  (3), 
where  the  hand-writing  of  two  subscribing  witnesses  wad 
proved,  and  no  account  could  be  ^ven  of  the  third,  the 
will  being  above  thirty  years  old  and  the  testator  having 
been  dead  for  twenty  years,  an  objection  was  made  to  the 
proof  of  the  will ;  but  the  Master  of  the  Rol^said,  he  could 
not  see  any  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a  will  and  a 
deed,  except  diat  A^  former,  not  having  effect  till  the  death, 
wants  a  kind  of  authentication,  which  the  other  has ;  that 
is,  from  the  nature  of  the  subject ;  but  in  this^  case,  he 

added,  I  think  the  proof  sufficient ;  for  in  a  hte  case  in  ih^ 

•  > 

(2)  PoweU  Y.  Cleaver,  2  Brown,  Stra.  1096.  Lowe  t.  Jolifle,  %  Black. 

€h.  C.  504.    See  Grayson  t.  Atkin-  Rep.  365. 

soo,  2  Ves.  4aO.  (2)  Vide  supra,  p.  313. 

(1)  Austin  Y,  WiUes,  BuU.  N.  P.  (3)  M^Kemre  y.  Fraser,  9  Ves. 

SS4.    Pike  t.  Badanering,  cited  2  jim.  5*« 

• 

•  In  Calthorpe  y.  Goagfa  and  otheri,  (4  T.  R.  707.  n.  (a),  709.  n.  (t),  a 
wUl  thirtjr  yean  old  wai  not  proYed  by  witnesses,  and  it  was  saM  at  the 
bar,  Chatproof  was  not  necessary  on  account  of  the  age  of  the  will;  an^in 
support  of  this  a  case  of  Mackery  y.  Newbolt  was  cited,  in  Which  Sir 
Uoyd  Keoyon,  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  decided,  that  a  will  aboYe  thirty 
years  old  diould  bo  read  without  proof,  although  the  testator  had  died  very 
VBcently.  That  point,  howeYer,  was  not  decided  in  the  case  of  CaHhorpe 
t;  Gough,  becavse  the  plaiatifl^  the  heir  at  law,  adnitted  the  will,  and 
^JaiflMd  mi^r  it. 
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court  of  Kii^^s  BendH  Gtehliffs'  v.  Seftoii  <4),  an  inqmry 
of  the  sftme  kitid  was  held  sufficient.  The  Master  of  the 
RdBs  therefore  held,  that  the  execvtion  of  the  wiB  had  been 
sufficiently  {Proved  (a). 


38«  «CHAP.  IX. 


Oftktmfmg^  as  a  RequiriU  nf  Wtitteu  Imtrumetits. 


A  WRITTEN  instrument,  which  requires  a  stamp,  cannot  be 
admitted  in  evidence,  unless  it  be  duly^  stamped;  and 
no  parol  evidence  will  be  received  of  its  contents.  If, 
therefore,  the  instrument  produced  is  the  only  legal  proof 
of  the  transaction,  and  that  cannot  be  admitted  for  want  of 
a  proper  stamp,  the  transaction  cannot  be  proved  at  all  ( I ) ; 
as,  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  if  it  appears  that 
the  defendant  held  under  a  written  agreement,  which  for 
want  of  a  stamp  cannot  be  received,  the  plaintiff  will  not 
be  allowed  to  go  into  general  evidence ;  for  the  agreement 

■ 
r 

aVVid.  «ip.  p.  388.  T.  R.4tt.    B^igeBw.Unkeiota, 

(1)  R.  V.  St.  Paul%  Bedford,  6    1  New  Rep.  271.  ' 


* '  '  '       I  ii   ■  I  1 1 1 


(^)  ^ancient  will,  with  thirty  years  posSesMon,  in  conformity 
to  the  provisions  of  it,  since  the  death  of  the  testator,  like  an  an^ 
cient  deed,  proves  itself:  the  period  most  be  computed  fiom  the 
death  of  the  testator,  not  from  the  date  of  the  will.  Jacl&on  d, 
BurharuY.  BUmihan,  3  Jcihm.  Rep.  29«.  Shatter  ^  ano^r  v 
Brand,  6  Binney  435.  A  will  upwards  of  80  years  old,  was  ad 
mitted  in  evidence  without  proof  of  execatioo,  though  actual  pos 
session  had  not  accompanied  it,  the  premises  having,  until  30  yean 
^ler  the  date  of  Hke  will,  never  been  in  the  actual  possession  o 
any  one,  when  an  adverse  possession  commenced  ;  there  being 
however,  circumsUnces  ghown  to  raise  a  presumption  of  the  exist 
ence  and  genuineness  of  Oie  will.  Jackion  d.  Lewie  md  iHher) 
^  Laroway.  5  Johm.  Com,  283.    Vide  «ite,  371.  n. 
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is  the  best  evidence  of  the  nature  of  the  occupation  (3). 
Qut  it  may  happen,  in  a  variety  of  cases,  that  the  tran»* 
actioi^s  capable  of  being  proved  by  other  evidence  be' 
sides  the  wriilea  instrument ;  and  the  objection  arising 
^m  the  stamp  acts  may  be  avoided  by  resorting  to  that 
other  species  of  proof*  Thus,  although  a  receipt  for  the 
payHient  of  a  bU}^  .on  unstaqiped  paper  is  not  admissible  in 
evidence,  yet  the  fact  of  paymept  may  be  proved  by  a  wit^ 
ness  wBo  saw  the  money  paid ;  and  even  such  an  un- 
stampld  receipt  may  be  showj)  to  »the  witness  as  a  memo* 
randum  to  refresh  his  memory  (3).  So  in  ah  action  on  a 
promissory  note,  though*  the  plaintiff  capnot  give  the  note 
in  evidence;  unless  it  is  duly  stamped,  yet  he  will  not  be 
precluded  from  recovering  on  one  of  the  general  counts 
of  the  declaration,  if  he  can  prove  an  admission  of  the 
original  debt^*^^  give  other  evidence  of  a  consideration 
received  by  the  defendant  (4)*  And  so,  when  a  party  to 
*the  suit  admits  on  ui&«c^rd  that,  which,  if  not  admitted,  *  SS7 

the  other  party  mrust  regularly,  prove,  it  cannot  be  ne« 
cessary  to  produce  that  evidenba^  which  would  otherwise 
be  require^.  A9,  where  an  action  is  bmpght  upon  an 
agreement,  which  ought  to  be  stamped,  and^the  form  of 
^  pleading  i3  such  as  to  make  it  unnecessary  at  thetrial  to 
produce  the  instrument,  (as,  if  it  is  admitted  on  the  fie* 
cord,  and  the  trial  is  upon  issues  collateral  to  the  exist* 
enoe  of  the  agreement,)  a  court  of  law  will  not  examine 
wheih^ the, inslramentis legally  available  with  referefioe 
to  the  stamp  actd  (1).  So,  where  a*  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  i» 
Chancery  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
contained  in  a  correspondence  between  him  and  the  de« 
fendant,  and  the  answer  of  the  defendant  admitted  the  let-  . 
ters,  insisting  only^  that  they  did  not  amount  to  an  agree- 
ment, the  Court  held  that  such  an  admission  dispensed 


M  Bnfmer  r.  Palmer,  3  Eq>.  9.  Mww  t.  Hod^pon,  7  T.  R.  243. . 

P.C.tll    Doe  dem.  St  Johnr.  Tyie  t.  Jones,  1  £a»t  68.  n.  («). 

Hora,tEq>.  N.P.C.  TM.  Btomi  r.  Wktts,  1  Taont  353. 

Q)  Rambert  ▼.  Cobea,  4  E^-  Wade.v.BeMle|r,4£tp.N.P.C.t. 

K«  P.  C.  213.    Jacob  t.  LindMjr,  1  (1)  Per  Ld.  lEldom  CL,  U  Vei* 

Eait4e0.                           '  S9S. 

(4)  Fatr  ▼.  Price,  1  East  57. 
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the.  necessity  of  producing  the  Icfttersy^j^td  that  no  ob- 
jection .could  be  taken  to  the  agreemeijt  for  the  ivant  of  a 
stamp  (S)«  • 

Written  agreements  and  other  instruments,  made  in  a 
foreign  country,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  in  any  oC 
our  courts,  unless  duly  stamped  by-the  Incurs  <^  that  coan- 
try ;  if  they  are.  not  obligatory  abroad,  .they  cannot  be 
enforced  here*  As,  where,  a  promissory  note  had  been 
made  in. Jamaica,  but  not  stamped  as  it  ought  \o  have 
b«en  by .  the  laws  of  the  island,  the  court  c^  .King^s  l^ench 
'  held  that  a  paKy  could  Jiot  recover  here  upon  the  note  (3)^ 

The.  party  who  takes  this  objection  to^tbe  validity  of  the 
instrumTent,  will  have,  to  show,  that  a  stiA&ip  was  necessary 
by  the  law  of  the  country;  and  for  this  purpose  an  au- 
thentioated  copy  of  ih^  law  ought  to  be  produced.  If  a 
perspn  resident  abroad  desire  his  correspondent  in  England 
to  fill  up  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  return  if  to  him  to  be 
signed,  and  he  afterwards  signs  it  abroad,  the  bill  does  not 

*  388  ^require  to  be  stamped,,  as  if  it  had  'been  drawn  in  thi> 

country ;  and  the  rule  is  precisely  the  same,  whether  he 
signs  his  namca^  dpawer,  before  or  after  he  9/^ids  it  over 
to  this  country  to  be  filled  up  by  his  correspondent  (I). 
In  the  case  of  Snaith  v.  Mingay  (2),  which  was  an  action 
by  an  indorsee  against  the  indorser,  a  person  resident  in 
Ireland  subscribed  his  name  in  ihe  character  of  drawer, 
aod  afterwards-  as  first  indoi^er,  on  a  paper  which  was 
properly  stamped  according  to  the  revenue  bws  o[  Ire- 
land, and  had  every  mark  to  designate  it  as  a  bill  of  exn 
change ;  he  then  sent  it  over  to  this  conntiiy  witfi  autko^ 
rity  to  his  correspondent  to  insert  the  day  of  the  date,  the 
sum,  and  the  name  of  the  drawee ;  and  it  did  not  appear 

(  that  there  was  any  intention  of  evading  the  stamp  laws, 

or  any  imputation  of  fraud  in  the  transaction :  under  these 
circumstances  the  court  of  King's  Bench  were  of  opinion « 

(2)  Huddteston  y.  Briscoe,  11        (1)1  Maulf  &  Sdw.  94. 
Ves.jim.  583.  (2)  Ibid- 87. 

(3)  Alves  V.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R.  i 
S41.   Clegs;T.Lev7,  3Campb.166. 
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• 

that  di&  blH  wfts  iAn  iflcipieot  bill  In  Ireland,  though  It  was 
eomplteted  here,  and  that,  after  it  had  been  completed,*  it 
was  to  be  considered  as  a  bill  of  exchange  from  the  time  of 
its  being  signed  by  the  dtawer;  and  consequently  that*^n 
English  stamp  was  not  necessary. 

'  It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  stamp  used' is  of  the  proper 
value ;  th<g  stamp  must  also  be  of  the  proper  denomination, 
that  4s,  tine'  peculiar  stamp  appropriated  to  the  species  of 
instrument  (3).  A  receipt-stamp  will  not  avail,  if  used 
upon  a  promissory  note ;  nor  a  note-stamp,  if  used  upon 
a' receipt.  So,  articles  of  agreement  under  seal  require  a 
deed  stamp ;  an  agreenrent-siamp  will  not  be  sufficient, 
though  it  may  be  of  greater  value  (4).  An  agreement  for 
a  house,  and  also  for  goods  in  the  house,  requires  a  lease- 
Mamp ;  and,  unless  it  is  so  stamped,  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence  as  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  goods,  in  an 
action  to  recover  the  amount  (5).  The  statute  37  6.  3« 
^.  136b  contemplates  the  mistakes,  which  may  arise  in  the 
use  of  stamps,  and  makes  provision  for  those  mistakes.  It 
enacts,  that  where  at^  instrument,  (except  biHs,notes^  and 
drafts,)  dial]  have  been  stamped  with  a  slamp  of  a  di^ 
ferent  denomination,  but  of  equal  or  greater  vahie  than 
that  required  by  law,  the  commissioners,  upon  payment  of 
tlM  ^uty  and  a  ]|^nalty  of  5l.,  may  stamp  the  same  with  a 
pffoper  stamp.  With  respect  to  bills  and  notes,  (which  by 
'staHite  SI  G.  -3.  c.  25.  were  forbidden  to  be  stamped  after 
they  were  made,)  the  statute  of  the  37th  G.  3.  provides, 
that  bills  and  notes,  which  should  be  made  subsequent  to 
that  act,  and  siakinped  with  an  improper  stamp,  but  of  equal 
or  |[reirDer  value  tfaan«tke  stamp  required,  may  be  stamped 
by  4he  cemmissioners  on  payment  of  the  duty  and  a  pe** 
nalty*  But  bi.  and  notes  before  that  act  remain  in  the 
sane  situation  ai»  if  the  act  had  not  passed*  The  statute 
45  €r.  3.  c.  127.  s.  6.  provides,  that,  if  the  stamp  is  of  the 
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(3)  Stat  39  G.  3.  c.  136.  i.  1.       (4)Robiafoii  v.  Drjbrongh,  S T. 
Stat  48  O.  3.  c.  149.  a.  4.  Cbam-    R.  317. 

tp^ftifti  V.  Porter,  1  New  Rep.  30.  (5)  Carder  y.  DrakefonlY^Taaati 

38S. 
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proper  denomiiiatioii,  it   shall  not  be  ineffieotual  fro 

being  of  a  grea^r  value  than  the  stamp  acts  requir 

Before  this  act,  a  stamp  of  greater  value,,  though  of  tj 

pioper  denomination,  was  determined  to  beinsufficient  ( 1 

'   In  ihe  case  of  Taylor  v«  Hague  (2),  indeed,  before  tl 

statute  of  the  43d  G.  3.  the  court,  held,  that  a  promissoi 

note  upon  a  stamp  of  a  higher  value  than  was  requires 

would  be  available,  on  the  particular  ground,  that  tt 

value  was  composed  of  three  different  sums  applicable  1 

several  funds,  to  which  the  duties  on  promissory  notes  ai 

carried* 

Where  se-  A  question  has  often  arisen,  whether  an  instrument,  i 

sLrTneoMf^  which  several  persQns  are  parties,  require  several  stamp 

TJ.  *    or  whether  a  single  stamp  is  sufficient.    And  the  distin< 

tion  established,  is,  that  if  the  interest  of  the  parties,  relate 

to  one  thing,  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  instrumec 

or,  in  other  words,  if  the  instrument  affects  the  separa 

interests  of  several,  and  there  is  a  community  of  the  san 

subject-matter  as  to  all  the  parties  (3),  there  a  single  staa) 

*  390         *wtll  be  sufficient ;  but  where  the  parties  have  separate  n 

terests  in  several  subject-matters,  there  ought  to  be  a  sepj 

rate  stamp  for  each  party,  against  whom,  or  in  whos 

favour,  the  instrument  is  offei-ed  in  evidence. 

To  illustrate  the  first  part  of  the*  rule^if  a  debtor  cois 
pounds  with  his  creditors,  and  each  creditor  sign  the  san 
deed,  covenanting  either  to  give  further  day  of  payment,  c 
t6  take  a  certain  sum  as  a  composition ;  there,  every  covi 
nant  is  in  fact  a  separate  covenant,  and  the  several  deed  i 
each  creditor,  who  signs  the  deed ;  but  the  whole  beis 
only  one  ti'ansactioo,  a  separate  stamp  for  each  person 
Bot  required  (1),  So,  if  several  persons  bind  themselv^ 
severally  in  a  penalty  by  one  bond,  conditioned  for  the  pe 
formance  of  certain  acts  by  each  and  every  of  them,  such 
bond  requires  only  one  stamp  (3).  Upon  the  same  princ 
pie,  it  has  been  held,  that  an  agreement  relating  to  tt 

jn  Fair  T.  Price,  1  Eaft  5S.  (1)  1  New  Rep.  278. 

S  f-SS**  *^^  W  Bowen  v.  Aahler,  1  New  Re 

[3)  13  East  246.  374. 
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prize  shares  of  different  persons,  though  several  as  to  the 
diareof  each,  yet  being  payable  in  respect  only  of  one  en- 
tire fund,  is  only  chargeable  with  one  stamp  (3) ;  and  on 
the' authority  of  this  case,  the  court  of  King's  Bench  deter-* 
mined  in  a  very  late  case,  that  a  single  stamp  was  sufficient  • 
for  an  agreement,  which  several  persons  had  entered  into 
for  a  subscripUon  to  one  common  fund,  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing'a  dock  (4).  In  (he  case  of  Jonep  v.  Sandys  (5), 
ibe  question  was,  whether  a  bond,  in  the  condition  of  whicb 
a  mortgage-deed  was  mentioned^  ought  to  have  had  two 
stamps ;  and  the  court  held  that  it  was  not  necessary ;  and 
in  delivering  their  opinion,  they  mentioned  the  cases  of 
bargain  ^nd  sale,  lease  and  release,  mortgage  with  cove- 
nant to  pay  the  mondy,  as  constantly  tharged  with  only 
the  single  duty.  ^ 

But  the  rule  is  different,  where  the  instrument  includes 
in  effect  s^eral  transactions,  and  the  subject-matter  is 
distinct  as  t6  the  several  parties.  Thus,  an  instrument, 
^containing  the  admissions  of  several  persons  to  a  corpora-  ^  391 

tion,  requires  as  many  stamps  as  there  are  admissions. 
This  was  determined  in  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Reeks  (1), 
where,  In  a  trial  at  t)ar  on  an  hifonnation  in  the  nature  of 
a  quo  warraAt«,  to  prove  the  admission  of  the  defendant,  a 
paper  was  produced^  containing  the  admissions  of  the  de- 
fendant and  four  other  burgesses,  which  paper  was  stamped 
only  with  one* stamp ;  it  was  then  objected,  on  the  part  of 
the  court,  that  this  paper  having  only  a  single  stamp  could 
not  be  admitted  to  be  read  in  evidence ;  for  the  statute 
9  &10  W«  3.  c.  35.  s.  37.  enacts,  that  a  certain  duty  shall 
be  paid  for  every  piece  of  parchment  or  paper  upon  which 
any  admission  into  any  corporation,  &c«  shall  be  written, 
and  the  d9th  section  enacts,  that  "  if  any  instrument  or 
writing  by  that  act  intended  to  be  stamped;  shall,  contrary 
to  Uie  intent  thereof,  be  written  or  engrossed  by  any  person  * 
whatsoever,  (not  being  a  known  dfficer,  who  in  respect  of 

(3)  Baker  t.  Jaidine,  13  East  S35.        (5)  Banea  463. 

00 

U)  pavH  T.  WiUiaBis,  13  £a«t    S. 


D.  (bV  (1) 2Ld.  Rajnn.  1445.  28tr. 716« 

[4)  pavH  T.  WiUiaBis,  13  £a«t    S.  C. 
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'  any  public  office  or  cmpioyment  shall  be  ^ntided  (o  write 
ttie  same,)  upon  parchment  or  paper  ncit  stamped  according 
to  thai  act,  thea  there  -shall  be  paid  over  and  above  the 
duty  for  such  instrument  ten  pouods  \  and  that  no  such 
infttniment  shall  be  pleaded  or  given  ia-  evidence  in 
any  court,  or  admitted  in  any  court  to  be  good  or  avail- 
'  able  in  law  or  equity,  until  as  well  the  said  duty  as  ten 
pounds  should  be  paid,  &c«  and  a  receipt  produced  for  the 
same,  &c«;^'  nniler  this  section  of  tlye  act  it  was  tosisted,  that 
the  instrument  in  questioI^  being  an  adn^issioa  of  five  per- 
sons to  be  burgesses,  ought  to  have  five  stamps;  that  i1 
could  be  good  for  none  for  the  uncertainty,  or  at  most  il 
could  be  good  only  for  one ;  if  it  was  good  Ibr  any,  it  musi 
be  for  the  first  named  i  but  the  defendant  was  the  third 
name,  and  therefore  it  coqld  not  be  good  for  biBi*  And  o\ 
this  opinion,  as  the  reporter  adds,  was  the  whole  court,  aftci 
argument.  The  dluasel  for  the  defendant  thea  offered  ii 
evidence  four  other  distinct  pieces  of  parchment,  bearing 
date  on  the  day  mentioned  in  the  information,  oach  of  then 
being  duly  stamped,  which  imported  the  several  admission;! 
^392  "'and  swearings  of  the  four  burgesses  la^t  named  in  thi 

other  parchment,  and  oie  of  them  the  particular  swearing 
and  admission  of  the  defendant.  But  the  witness  who  pro* 
duced  these  pieces  of  parchment  proved  tbat  the  entries 
were  not  made  upon  them,  nor  were  any  of  them  stamped 
till  near  two  months  after  the  day  on  which  they  bore  dbte 
and,  an  objection  being  taken  on  this. ground  to  the  singli 
instrument,  which  stated  that  the  defendant  aJone  was  ad 
mitted  and  sworn,  the  court  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  j 
could  not  be  admitted  in  evidence ;  for  by  the  act  the  ad 
mission  is  to  be  on  -paper  or  pai'chment,  stamped  at  th 
time ;  otherwise  it  is  not  to  be  given  in  evidence,  tiH  ifa 
penalty  is  paid,  and  certificate  thereof  produced, 
...  In  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Reeks,  whidi  has  been  jus 
mentioned,  the  instrument  first  offered  in  evidence  pui 
ported  to  contain  the  admissions  of  five  burgesses,  and 
does  not  appear,  that  the  single  stamp,  which  was  in 
pressed,  applied  more  to  the  defendant's  name  than  to  an 
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xkf  tb»  others*  Tl|is  circuaustanc;^  distinguis^s  tl^s^  C9M 
from  two  others,  lately  decided,  Powell  v.  Edmunds  (1),  an4: 
Doe  on  the  demise  of  Sir  Joseph  Copley  ¥«  D^y  (2),  ij| 
which  a  paper  coAUiiping  contracts,  by  several  persoQ«  re- 
l^live  to  different  tbingSi  though  ^tamped  with  a  si^S^e. 
stamp,  was  adju(}ged  to  be  good  evidence  as  tp  one  of  tb|^ 
contracting  parties,  because  th^  stamp  appeared  to.be  ap^, 
pjicable  exclusively  to  his  name.  In  tJtie  first  c^gi  .the 
paper  contained  an  ^reement  signed  by  die  defendant  f^r* 
a  lot  of  timber,  and  underneath  <fi  j^^ond  ^gpo^m^i^  witk 
another  person  for  a  different  lot  i  this  last  had  pencil 
marks  drawn  across  it,  as  if  for  tl^  pi^rpose  of  striking  it 
out;  the  stamp  waa  s^ffix^d  on  that  part  of  the  paper- ORk 
which  the  defendant's  agreement  was  ^irritten,  and  below 
was  the  stjmip  officer?s  receipt  for  a.|>enalty  "  for  making 
the  abo?e  agreement*^'  An;  objection  .was  taken  on  the 
Aground  of  there  being  $  single  st^ippi^which  was  pvei^r  *  39J^ 

filled  at  the  trial,  and  afterwards  by  the  .CQU]:t  of  Kiog'^ 
Bench.  In  the  other  case  (3),  the  paper  contained  a  yarie^ 
ty-  of  independent  lettings  of  land  betiveen,^^  landflor^  ^d 
a  number  of  hi^  tenants,  one  of  whom  w^  the  d^efe^dant ; 
the  stamp  was  affixed  opposite  the  def^pda^^'s.  naine,  and 
it  appeared  irom  the  receipt  of  the  i$tfimp-o|ker,.  that  the 
moaegr  was  paid  for  affixinj^  it  after  t)ie  co^mejQtcem^ni  ^ 
the  action,  a|id  only  a  sho^  time  biefoiia  the  trial  j  th^  in- 
stnanent  also  appeared,  when  produced  in  evidence^  to  l^je 
cancelled  with  black  lead  pencil  marks  as  to  every  naijc^ 
except  that  of  the  defendant,  and  it  was  nqt  proved  tl^at 
the  instrument  wa&  not  so  cancelled  at  the  time  when  tt^ 
stamp  was  affixed*  Under  these  circumstancegj,  the  CQ>urt 
held  that  the  single  sta^ip  was  intended  to  be  appU^d  ^ 
the  contact  with  the  defendant,  and  coQs^qneiidy  th|^t 
the  paper  w^  admissible*  ^'  If,  indeed,''  «aid'|^^  SUen- 
liorougbf  C«  J. "  the  instnimont  k^d  been  required  to  sub- 
stantiate the  several  contracts  with  the  different  tenants,  nq 
doubt  thficsi  $hoji^Id.  have  beep  a  stamp  a&ied  to  eacby  a|- 

(I)12£a8t6.  diagton T.  F^puipia,  6 Eap.  N.F.C* 

(2)  13  East  341.    S«e  alio  Wad-    Iff. 
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though  the  same  -Ijerms  of  agreement  applied  lo  ail  ]  one 
stamp  has  been  only  held  to  be  sufficient  upon  an  instru- 
ment affecting  the  separate  interests  of  several,  where  there 
has  been  a  community  of  the  same  subject-matter  as  to  all 
the  parties.  But  here  it  sufficiently  appears  from  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  that  .the  stamp  was  m^Dt  to  be 
applied  to  the  defendant's  signature*^' 
Alteratioii  When  a  stamped  instrument  has  been  once  used  for  one 
iutnomt  Purpose,  it  cannot  be  altered  without  a  new  stamp.  If  the 
parties  have  altered  their  original  intention,  and  make  a 
new  instrument,  different  from  that  which  they  originally 
contemplated,  a  new  stamp  will  be  necessary  (3).  if  a  bid 
of  exchange,  for  example,  has  been  ons^-tttettedj  and  has 
issued  in  a  perfect  form  bom  the  drawer  to  the  acceptor,  by 
whom  it  was  returned  with  his  acceptance  to  the  drawer, 
*  394  *it  cannot  be  altered  without  bei^g  re-stamped.    Thus,  ia 

Ae  case  of  Bowman  v.  Nichol  (1 ),  where  a  bill  of  exchange 
had  been  drawn  on  a  proper  stamp,  payable  21  ^ays  aft^ii 
date,  and,  while  i^  continued  in  the  hands  of  .the  drawer, 
was  akered  with  the  consent  of  the  acceptor  to  be  made 
payable  ^1  days  after  date,  and  was  a^in  altered  to  21 
days  after  date,  subsequently  to  the-  time  of  its  becoming 
payable  aeeordiog  to  its.  original  form  $  the  court  of  King's 
BeBchsheld,  that,  at  the  time  when*  the  last  aHeratioB  was 
made,  the  operation  of  the  bill,  as  it  oiriginaHy  stood,  was 
quite  spent ;  that  it  was  a  new  and  distinct  transaction  be- 
tween the  parties ;  and  that  there  ought  to  have  been  s 
new  stamp.  So  where  a  promissory  note,  payable  by  the 
defendant  Id  the  plaitatiff  or  order  (9),  was  originally  ex 
pressed  to  be  for  value  received,  but,  cm  the  day  after  i 
had  been  signed  and  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  th< 
plaintiff,  was  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  altered  by  th< 
addition  of  the  words  '^  for  the  good  will  of  a  lease  an^ 
trade,''  the  court  held,  Uiat  the  alteration  was  a  materia 

rs^  15  East  418.  East  412.    Calvert  t.  Rpberts,  I 

0)  5  T.  R.  537.   See  ako  Master  Campb.  343 ;  the  cAse  of  bn  accora 

T.  Miller,  4  T.  R.  320.    Cardwett  modatioD-hai. 

V.  Martin,  1  Camp.  79;  9  East  (IQ  KdiUt.  WiSiaau,tO£ut«1 

190.,  8.  C.   Bathe  t.  Taylor,  15 
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one,  bfcause  it  was  evidence  of  a  fact,  which,  if  necessary 
to  be  inquif^  into,  must  otherwise  have  been  proved  by 
diffi^rent  evidence,  and  also  because  it. pointed  out  the  par- 
ticdbr  consideration  for  the  note,  and  put  the  holder  upon 
inquiring,  whether  that  consideration  had  passed ;  a  new 
9tamp  was  therefore  necessary,  for  the  want  of  which  the 
note  could  not  be  received  in  evidence.  The  same  rule  is 
eqiaaUy  applicable  to  the  case  of  an  acconunodation  bill  (3). 
By  the  13th  section  of  the  slat  35  G.  S.  c.  63,,  (relating 
10  stamp-duties  on  sea-insurances,)  it  is  provided,  '^  that 
no^ng  in  that  act  shall  be  construed  to  extend  to  pro^ 
hibit  the  making  of  any  alteration,  which  may  lawfully  be 
made  iji  the  terms  or  conditions  of  any  policy  of  insurance 
duly  stamped,  after  the  same  shall  have  been  underwritten^ 
*or  to  require  any  additional  stamp-duty  by  reason  of  such  *  396 

alteration,  so  that  such  alteration  be  made  before  notice 
of  the  determination  of  the  risk  originally  insured,  and  the 
premium  or  consideration,  originally  paid  or  contracted 
for,  sh^U  exceed  the  rate  of  10  shillings  per  cent,  on  the 
supi,  insured,  .and  so  that  the  thing  insured  shall  remain 
the  property  of  the  same  persons,  and  so  that  such  al- 
teration shall  i^t  .pix>l(^g  the  term  insured  beyond  the 
period  allowed  by  (his  act,  and  so  that  no  additional  or 
further  sum  shall  be  insured  by  means  of  such  alteration^' 
On  the  construction  c^  this  clause,  in  the  case  of  Ken* 
sington  v.  Inglis  (1),  where  the  policy  was  '^  on  goods  and 
specie  on  board  of  ship  or  ships  sailing  between  the  1st  of 
October  1799,  and  thfe  1st  of  June  1800,  being  the  pror 
perty  wli^ch  should  first  sail  to  a  certain  amount,  and 
upon  the  vessels  carrying  the  goods,"  and  a  memorandum 
mras  written  on  the  pdkjj  and  subscribed  by^  the  defend*- 
ant,  on  the.  1 1th  of  June  1800,  before  any  notice  of  the 
determination  of  the  risk  had  been  received,  by  whidi 
memorandum  it  was  agreed  to  extend  the  time  of  sailing 
to  the  first  of  August  following  -,  in  this  case  the  court  of 
King's  Bench  held,  that  the  memorandum  did  not  requiue 

0)Calfert  T.Roberta,  3  Caivpb.       (I)8£ut273. 
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a  stamp ;  for  alAoi^h  the  time  of  saOtag  was  extended, 

yet  tio  new  subject  of  insurance  is  introdtieed  by  die  me- 
morandum, but  the  object  insured  continues  die  same. 
In  another  case  (9),  which  occurred  upon  the  same  claosd, 
wher^  the  policy  was  originally  **  on  ship  and  autfii^*^ 
from  London  to  the  South  Seas,  but  after  the  sailing  of 
the  ship  was  altered  by  consent  of  the  underwriters,  and 
declared  to  be  "  on  the  ship  atid  g00(&,^*  instead  of  ship 
and  tmifit,  the  court  determined  that  as  the  outfit j  origi- 
nally insured,  was  essentially  different  from  goodt^  which 
Were  afterwards  made  the  subject  of  insurance,  the  poficy 
tn  its  altered  state  required  an  additional  stamp.  The 
question  is,  said  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  whether  that  part  of  the  pro- 
'^S9i  ^vision,  which  requires  that  ^'  the  thing  insured  shall  re- 
main the  property  of  the  same  person  ^^  has  been  in  this 
case  complied  with.  The  words,-  ^^  the  thing  insured  shall 
remain   the  property."  appear  properly  t6  require  and 

.  apply  to  one  identical  and  continued  subject-matter  of 
insurance ;  such  subject-matter  vail  ttim^  remainkig  the 

\  pmperty  of  the  same  proprietor,  arid^to  be  ill-siHted  to  a 
case  Kke  the  present,  where  the  thing  last  insured  is,  not 
only  in  feet,  but  in  name  and  kind,  (as  a  specific  subject  of 
insurance)  essefitially  difibrent  firom  the  thing  first  insnred, 
and  which  begins  also  to  have  an  existence  at  a  difTerelit 
and  much  later  period  than  the  other,  and  when  the  thing 
first  insured  scarcely,  or  in  a  small  degt*ee  only,  remadis  or 
continues  to  exist  at  all.'^ 

But  where  an  alteration  is  made  in  an  instrument  with 
the  consent  of  all  parties,  in  order  to  correct  a  mistake,  and 
to  malte  the  instrument  consistent  wkh  the  original  inten- 
tion c^f  the  partis,  therd  it  has  be^h  held,  that  a  fr^sh  stam^ 
is  not  necessary.  Hitts,  in  die  case  6f  Kershaw  v.  Cox  (1), 
whete  a  bill  had  been  drawn,  payable  to  the  defendant  but 
not  payable  to  order,  the  defendant,  on  the  day  after  the  bilt 
Was  drawn,  indorsed  it  over  to  the  plaintiff,  without  advert- 
ed) Hin  T.  Patten,  8  East  973.  ilh&e,  J.  otM  10  East  435»,  ahll  1& 
(1}  3  Esp.  N.  F.  C.  246.  cor.  Le    £a«t417. 
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ing  to  the  omission  of  the  words  '*  or  order ;"  on  the  same 
4aj  the  plaintiff  returned  it  to  the  defendant  to  get  the 
ooaifisioD  rectified^  and  the  drawer  then  inserted  the  wards; 
bare  there  waa;  strong  evidence  to  show,  thatthe  omission 
itas  by  mJBtake,  for  the  biU  was  intended  to  be  negotiable^ 
and,  as  such,  immediately  itidorsed,  as  if  it  had  been  drawn 
payable  to  order,  and,  as  soon  as  the  omission  was  disco- 
vered, it  was  rectified  by  the  proper  parties ;  the  learned 
Judge,  therefcnre,  who  tried  the  causey  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
consider,  whether  the  words  afterwafds  added  had  been 
originally  intended  tohare  been  inserted,  but  were  omitted 
by  mistake  ;  and  the  jury,  finding  this  to  be  the  case,  it  was 
ruled,  that  a  fresh  stamp  was  not  required.  The  point  was 
taAerwards  brought  before  the  court  of  King's  Bench, '(mi  a  *  397 

motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  tike  alteration  was  adjudged 
to  be>  allowable  under  the  stamp  acts ;  having  been  made 
Bierely'for  the  purpose  of  rectifying  a  mistake  in  drawing 
the  biil  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.    Inaoir 
Other  case,  which  occurs  upon  this  subject,  where  an  action 
wtiLS  bcoii^t  against  the  defendant  as  acceptor  of  a  bill*  of 
exchange  (I),  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  and-anothet 
*  person  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  agreed  to  give  him 
a.  bill  of  exchange,  to  be  drawn  by  tiie  one  a«d  acceptedby 
tke  other  (the  defendant) ;  instead  of  this  they  sent  him  a 
promissory  note  made  by  the  one  and  indorsed  by  the 
other,  whkk  4he  plaintiff  immediately  returned,  that  it 
might  be  altered^  into  a  bill  of  excharfge,  according  to  the 
agreement,  and  the  alteration  was  accordingly  made ;  an 
ol^eetioB  was  taken,  on  the  ground  that  the  instrument  re- 
quired a  firesh  sta«q[> ;  but  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J*  ruledi 
that  the  atamp  impressed  was  sufficient  to  render  the  in«r 
amiBient  available,  since  it  had  net  been  negotia^  as  a 
promiflsory  note,  and  the  alteration  might  be  treated  as  the 
oacrectieo  of  a  mistake,  according  to  tlie  teims  of  the  on- 
ginal  agreement* 

So,  when  a  bill  of  sale  of  a  ship,  in  reciting  the  certifi* 

(1)  Webber  r.  Maddocks,  3Cta^.  1. 
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cate  of  registry,  slated  Guernsey  as  the  port  where  the  cer^ 
tificate  was  granted,  instead  of  Weymouth,  and  in  tbb 
state  was  executed,  but  the  •mistake  being  afterwards  disco- 
vered, was  rectified  with  the  consent  of  all  parties,  and  the 
deed  delivered  de  novo  (^);  the  question  was,  whether  this 
second  delivery  made  a  new  stamp  necessary ;  Lopd  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
referred  to  statute  26  G.  3*  c.  60.  &»  17.,.  which  enacts^ 
that  a  bill  of  sale  of  a  registered  ship,  which  does  not  truly 
and  accurately  recite  the  certificate  of  registry  in  words  at 
length,  shall  be   utterly  null  and  void  to  ali  intents  and 
•purposes-    "■  This  bill  of  sale,  therefore^  when  first  exe- 
cuted^ was,  from  the  mistake  in  the  recital  of  the  certificate 
of  registry,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  null  and  void ;  it  took 
no  efiect  whatever  from  its  first  delivery ;  and  the  stamp 
imprrssed  upon  it  was  wholly  inoperative.     This  defect 
arose  not  from  intention,  but  from  mistake.    The  lustra* 
ment,  as  first  executed,  was  not  what  the  parties  meant  to 
execute ;  and  it  was  not  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  at  first 
inteoded  to  be,  tiU  it  was  altered.     This  is  not  the  case  of 
substituting  a  new  and  second  contract,  in  the  place  of  » 
preceding  effectual  one,  upon  a  change  of  intention  in  the 
parties  ;  but  nfierely  making  the  contract  what  it  was  ori* 
ginally  intended  to  have  been ;  and  in  such  a  case,  where 
the  instrument  uppn^  its  first  execution  was  void  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes,  where  its  insufficiency  arose  from  a 
mere  mistake,-  wber  J  in  consequence  of  that  mistake  it  was 
not  in  thie  state  in  which  it  was  intended  to  have  been  when 
it  was  so  executed,  and  where  upon  its  second  executiixi  it 
is  only  put  into  that  state  whieb  was  originaHy  intended, 
We  diink  it  is  not  going  beyond  the  fair  spirit  of  the  stamp- 
laws  to  hold,  th»t  upon  such  second  execution,  being  thfc 
first  which  was  efiectuaHy  operative,  a  new  stamp  was  not 
requisite.'^    So,  the  mistake  of  an  agent,  in  declaring  the 
interest  in  the  margin  of  a  policy  to  be  on  a  ship  by  a 

9)  Cole  and  othen,  Assigneeg  of  Dojie,  v.  Parkidi  12  East  41K 
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wrong  name,  may  be  rectified  by  inserting  the  true  name^- 
wkfaout  a  fresh  stamp  ( 1  )• 

Written  instruments  have  been  admitted  in  evidence^  Where  an 
without  a  stamp,  in  certain  cases,  where  they  were  pro-  ^'trameot 
duced  merely  to  prove  something  collateral,  and  not  for  in^y  ^  ^* 
the  purpose  of  being  enforced  between  the  parties,  and  collateral 
where  it  was  not  material  to  consider,  whether  the  instra-  P^rpoa®"* 
ments  were  good  or  available  in  law«     In  the  case<rf  Hol-< 
land,  q.  t.  v«>Duffin(2),  which  was  an  action  to  recover 
several  sums  of  money  forfeited  by  insuring  tickets  in  the 
^loittery,  contrary  to  the  statute  23  G«  3.  c.  47,  s.  13,,  Lord  *  399 

Kenyan  held,  that  an  instrument,  purporting  to  be  a  policy 
of  insurance,  might  be  given  in  evidence,  though  not 
stamped'as  a  policy  4  for  such  a  contract  is  declared  hy  the 
act  to  be  illegal  and  void,  and  could  not  have  bced  intended 
by  the  legislature  as  an  object  of  taxation.  And  in  an: 
action  of  debt  for  bribery  at  an  election  (1),  under  the  stat. 
2  G.'2*  c.  24.  s.  7«,  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J*  held,  that  an 
unstamped  promissory  note,  payable  to  the  defendant,  which 
a  witness  said  he  had  given  for  the  re-payment  of  money 
received  by  him  as  a  voter  from  the  defendant,  (one  of  th« 
candidates),  might  *be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  transac* 
tion,  to  corroborate  the  testimony  of  the  witness.  So,  an 
unstamped  receipt  may  be  shown  to  the  witness,  as  a  me* 
morandum,  in  order  to  refresh  his  recollection  of  a  fact 
there  stated  (2).  So,  .the  unstamped  part  of  an  agreement 
is  admissible,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  as  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  agreement,  afterproof  of  notice  to  the  defend- 
ant  to  produce  the  stamped  part,  which  is  in  his  pcntscs^ 
sion  (3) ;  and  there  can  be  no  difference  in  this  respect, 
whether  the  plaintiff  has»  specially  declared  upon  the  agree* 
ment,  or  merely  offers  it  as  evidence  in  the  course  of  the 
cause*    So,  in  the  case  of  a  parish-settlement,  although 

(1).  Robhuon  t.  Touray,  1  Maule        (2)  Rambertv.  Cohen,  4  Esp.  ff, 

lESelw.  217.    Sawtell  t.  London,  P.   C.  S13.    Jacob  v.  Liadaay,  1 

5  Taunt.  359.  East  460.     See  ante,  p.  909. 386. 

(t)  Peake^i  N.  P.  C.  57.  (3)  Gamoofl  v.  Swift,  1  Taunt, 

(1)  Doyet  ▼.  Maestaer,  5  E«p.  N.  507     Waller  t.  Horftfall,  1  Camj^, 

F,  C,  St.  601. 
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a  general  hiring  cannot  be  presumed  from  tbe  mere  feet  of 
service,  where  the  service  has  been  performed  under  written 
articles  of  agreement,  which  are  not  admissible  in  evidence 
ior  the  want  of  a  proper  stamp,  yet,  where  the  question  is, 
whether  the  service  commenced  after  the  expiration  of  the 
articles,  they  may  be  inspected  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  they  would  apply  to  the  subsequent  service  (4). 
And,  upon  the  same  principle,  it  should  seem,  in  an  action 
for  the  non-delivery  of  goods,  if  the  contract  is  proved  by 
parol  evidence,  and  it  should  appear  that  the  parties  made 
a  contract  on  unstamped  paper,  the  court  may  inspect  the 
400  ^instrument,  to  see  whether  it  applies  to  the  goods  which 

are  the  subject  of  the  action ;  and,  if  they  are  not  iacluded 
in  the  contract,  the  parol  evidence  would  be  properly  ad« 
mitted  ( 1  )•  So,  a  written  agreement  may  be  recovered  in  an 
action  of  trover,  though  unstamped  (S) ;  and,  in  such  an 
action,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  give  notice  to  the  other 
party  to  produce  the  agreement  (S)«  So,  in  an  action  for 
money  lent,  vrfiere  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he  had  advanced 
the  money  to  the  defendant,  who  gave  him  a  note  for  the 
amount  on  unstamped  paper,  and  the  defence  was,  that  he 
had  been  induced  to  give  the  note  in  a  state  of  intoxica* 
tion,  without  having  received  any  part  of  the  money,  Lord 
EUenborough,  C.  J.  held,  diat  the  note  might  be  inspected 
by  the  jury,  as  a  cotemporary  writing,  to  prove  or  disprove 
the  fraud  imputed  to  the  plaintiff  (4). 

A  paper,  purporting  to  be  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promis* 
sory  note,  may  be  given  in  evidence,  though  unstamped^ 
to  support  an  indictment  for  forgery,  or  for  uttering  with  a 
knowledge  of  tbe  foi^ery  (6) ;  for,  «  the  stamp  acts  being 
revenue  laws,  and  not  intended  t6  a£^t  the  crime  of  fev^ 

(4)  R.  T.  PeodletoD,  15  East  449.  1  Leacb.  Cr.  C.  292.,  S  East  P.  C. 

465.  955.  8.   C.    Lee's  case;   ITM,  1 

n)  15  East  455.  Leach  Cr.  C.  293.  n.  (a).    Mortoo's 

r2)  Scott  V.  JoQes,  4  Taunt.  865.  case,  n95,  2  East  P.  C.  955.*  Re- 

C3)  lb.,  and  see  ante,  p.  339.  enlists*  case,  1196,  9  Leach   Cr. 

(4)  Gregory  V.  Eraser,  3  Campb.  C.  811.  Davies's  case,  11M,  2 
^S4.             ^  East  P.  C.  966.    See  Vmtwdl  t. 

(5)  Hawkeswood's    case,  1783,  Dimsdale,  Peak*  5.  P.  C.  168. 
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gery,  cannot  alter  the  law  respecting  it ;  the  stamp  is  BOt, 
properly  speaking,  any  part  of  the  instrument,  but  merely 
a  mark  impressed  on  the  paper,  to  denote  the  payment  of 
a  4uty,  and  is  collateral  to  the  instrument  itself :  and  as  to 
the  statute  enacting  (€),  ^'  that  no  promissory  note,  bill 
of  exchange,  &c.,  not  stamped,  as  therein  directed,  shall 
be  pleaded  or  given  in  evidence  in  any  courl^  or  admitted 
in  any  court  to  be  good,  or  available  ut  law  or  equity,^' 
the  legislature  thereby  meant  only  to  prevent  their  being 
given  in  evidence,  when  they  were  proceeded  upon,  to  rei 
cover  the  value  of  the  money  thereby  secured*  It  is  cer« 
*tain  that  no  holder  of  such  an  instrument  as  the  present  *  401 
CQuld,  if  it  had  been  genuine,  Kave  founded  an  action  upon 
it,  and  given  it  in  evidence  as  a  promusary  note  ;  but  it  is 
equally  certain,  that  it  might  have  been  given  in  evidence 
on  o^r  occasions,  as,  ibr  instance,  if  a  person  negotiating 
it  were  to  be  sued  for  the  penalty  inflicted  upoathe  of- 
fence of  negotiating  such  an  instrument  unstamped,  there 
is  no  doubt,  but  ^  that  it  might  be  given  in  evidence ;  and 
this  instance  shows  most  clearly,  that  it  w^s  properly  re« 
ceived  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  this  indictment,  not<» 
withstanding  the  seeming  prohibitory  words  in  the  ^ta< 
tutes(lV 

In  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Pooley  (9),  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  under  the  statute  7  G.  3<t  c^  dO.  s«  1»,  which 
makes  it  a  capital  felony  for  any  person,  employed  in  re- 
ceiving letters^  to  secrete  any  letter  containing  a  bank- 
note, or  any  warrant  oar  draft,  iic.  for  the  payment  of 
money.  It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  tbe  draft  contained 
in  the  letter,  which  the  prisoner  had  secreted,  was  drawn 
above  ten  miles  from  ^  banking-house ;  the  prisoner's 
counsel  then  objected,  that,  as  the  draft  was  on  unstamped 
paper,  it  was  not  a  valid  order  for  the  payment  of  money, 
and  therefore  not  within  the  statute  on  which  the  prisoner 
was  indicted  \  and  they  founded  this  objection  on  the  sta» 


m  8t  31.  6. 3.  c.  t5.-8. 19.  .       opinioD  of  Ifae  Jndges  i 
(l}ByGTOie,J.inddiTeriDstiis   c«m.  2  Leach  Cr.  C.  S13. 
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tilte  31  G.  S.  c.  25.,  the  fourth  section  of  which  exempts' 
from  stamps  only  such  orders  for  the  payment  of  money 
as  are  drawn  on  a  banker  residing  within  ten  miles  of  the 
place  where  the  order  is  made,  and  the  nineteenth  section 
provides,  that  no  bill,  note,  draft,  &c.  shall  be  pleaded  or 
given  in  evidence  in  any  court,  or  admitted  in  any  court 
to  be  good,  useful,  or  available  in  law  or  equity,  unless^ 
they  are  written  on  paper  duly  stamped.  This  point  wa^s* 
reserved  at  the  trial,  and  the  case  was  afterwards  argOed 
before  the  Judges  in  the  Exchequer-Chamber ;  when  the 
*  402  ^objection  taken  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  was,  first,  that 

which  has  been  stated,  namely,  that  the  draft  in  question 
was  not  a  draft  for  the  payment  of  money,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  stat.  7  G.  3.  c.  50.  s.  1. ;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  indictment,  which  averred  that  die  draft  was  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  secreting,  had  not  been  proved, 
as  from  the  want  of  a  stamp  the  draft  had  never  bee^ 
available.  The  opinion  of  the  Judges  was  not  publicly 
declared :  but  the  prisoner  received  a  pardon  for  the  df* 
fence  charged  in  the  indictment ;  and  he  was  afterwards 
tried  (1)  on  the  second  section  of  the  same  act,  which 
makes  it  a  capital  offence  for  any  person  to  rob  any  mail 
of  a  letter  or  packet,  or  to  steal  or  take  any  letter  from 
any  mail,  or  from  aby  place  for  the  receipt  of  letters,' &c. 
It  was  objected  at  the  second  trial,  that  the  draft  be- 
fore mentioned,  being  on  unstamped  paper  could  not  be 
received  in  evidence  as  a  medium  to  show  that  the  prisoner 
had  stolen  the  letter :  but  the  court  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, being  of  opinion,  '^  that  the  draft,  though  unstamped, 
«^  might  be  admitted  in  evidence  for  collateral  purposes, 
though  not  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  money  men*^ 
tioned  in  it,  and  the  evidence  was  accordingly  received.'' 
Here  the  paper  was  not  offered  in  evidence  as  it  was  on 
the  former  trial,  as  a  draft  for  the  payment  of  money,  but 
merely  as  a  paper  contained  in  the  leKer,  and  the  fact  of 
the  prisoner  having  this  paper  in  his  possession,  was  evi- 

(1)  3 Bob.  &  PuD.  3t6.    AndHiu  paortoftbe  cbm  if  reported  in  1  Sut 
addenda,  xTii. 
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dence  against  him  of  bis  having  stolen  the  letter  in  which 
it  was  contained. 

'  An  objection,  similar  to  that  which  *was  taken  on  the 
fi>rmer*  trial  in  the  last  case,  was  again  -made  in  the  case  of  ^ 
the  King  r.  6illson(3)*  The  indictment  was  for  felo- 
niously setting  fire  to  a  certain  house  with  intent  to  deiraud 
an  insurance  company ;  at  the  trial,  a  policy  of  insurance 
was  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutidn,  by 
f  which  the  prisoner's  goods,  in  a  house  there  described,  *  403 

were  insured  against  fire,  and  upon  this  policy  a  memoran- 
dum was  indorsed,  stating  that  the  goods  insured  had 
been  removed  from  the  house  described  in  the  policy<  to 
another  house  mentioned  in  the  memorandum,  in  which 
last-mentioned  house  the  prisoner,  was  charged  with  having 
committed  the  felony ;  the  policy  was  properly  stamped, 
but  the -memorandum  had  no  stamp;  and  the  ^objection 
taken  for  the  prisoner  was,  that  in  support  of  the  charge  it 
was  essentially  necessary  to  show,  that  there  subsisted  a 
legally  effective  contract,  and  that,  by  the  express  provision 
itf  the  stamp-acts,  the  memorandum  in  question  not  being 
stamped  could  not  be  given  in  evidence,  or  be  good  or 
available  in  any  manner  whatever ;  and  a  distinction  was 
drawn  between  this  case  and  the  abpve  mentioned,  where 
a{i.unstamped  forged  instrument  was.  admitted  in  evidence 
against  the  party  charged  with  having  forged  it,  or  with 
uttering  it  knowing  it  to  be  forged.  The  point  was  re- 
served for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  and  jargued  in  the 
Exchequer-Chamber ;  and  judgment  was  afterwards  given 
at  the  Old  BaUey,  that  the  prisoner  should  be  discharged. 
If  an  instrument,  which  ovght  to  be  stamped,  is  proved 
to  have  been  lost,  parol  evidence  of  its  contents  may  be  ad- 
mitted,' without  proof  of  the  stamp  being  regular ;  it  may 
be  presumed  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  that  the 
inurnment  was  duly  stamped,  where  the  contrary  is  not 
shown  (1).  In  the  latest  case  upon  this  point,  on  a  question 


\ 


;2)  1  Tawt  25.  Case  151.  1  Bott  547.  S.  C.   R.  v. 

.1)  R.  r.  East  Kooyle,  Burr.  Set.    Badbj,  1  Bott.  549.,  8.  P. 
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«f  scttleaient  between  two  parishes  (3)»  it  appeared  tbat  an 
indenture  of  apprenticeship,  which  had  been  regularly  ex- 
ecuted thirty  years  before,  was  deHvered  to  the  apprentice 
at  the  end  of  the  term,  and  lost ;  that  a  premiam  was 
paid  with  the  apprentice ;  and  further,  that  the  parish  in 
which  he  had  served  under  the  iadenture,  had  for  many 
^pears  treated  him  as  one  of  their  parisUooers ;  on  the  other 
*  404  *side  it  was  proved  by  the  deputy  register  and  comptroller 
of  the  apprentice  duties,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  such 
an  indenture  bad  been  stamped  with  the  premium  stetmp,  or 
enrolled,  from  the  time  of  the  date  to  the  time  of  the  trial 
of  the  appeal ;  but  the  court  <^  King's  Bench  were  of  opi- 
nion, that  the  court  below  were  right  in  presuming  that 
the  indenture  had  been  properly  stamped.  ^^  The  question 
befcNTe  the  Justices,'^  said  Lord  EUenboroughi  *^  was,  whe* 
ther  the  presumption,  that  all  was  riehtly  done  after  the 
lapse  of  so  many  years,  was  sufficiently  rebutted  by  the 
negative  evidence  of  the  officer ;  they  thought  not,  and  we 
cannot  say  that  they  have  done  wrong ;  for  the  presump* 
tion  of  law  is  to  be  favoured,  and  against  the  negative  evi- 
dence they  may  have  set  the  possibility  of  an  irregularity 
in  the  returns  made  to  the  office." 

If  an  action  cannot  be  brought  upon  an  agreement,  until 
it  is  stamped,  it  must  be  stamped  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action :  but  if  it  is  an  agreement  which  may  ber 
stamped  on  the  payment  of  a  penalty,  then  it  may  be 
stSAiped  during  the  action  (1).  In  some  cases  the  legis- 
lature has  declared,  that  the  paper  cannot  be  stamped  after 
it  has  been  written,  as  in  stat.  35  G.  3.  c.  63*  s.  14.  con-» 
cemiftg  sea-insurances  (3).  In  other  cases  ii  is  declared, 
diat  ft  penalty  shall  be  incurred  by  writing  on  unstamped 
pa^er ;  and  that  the  instrument  is  not  available  in  evidence, 
until  the  duty  and  penalty  are  first  paid,  and  a  receipt  for 
them  produced,  and  until  the  instrument  is  marked  with  a 
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2)  R.  y.  Long  Buckbj,  7East  45.       (2)  Roderick  r.  HoyU,  3  Campb. 
1)  9  Vw.  jun.  252.    11  Ves.  jnn.    103.^ 
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(tfoper  staiap(3).  Here  ihe  defect  may  be  cured  'hj 
having  a  proper  stamp  affixed,  which  may  be  done  by 
paying  the  duty,  together  with  the  penalty  for  not  having 
the  JDStrument  stamped  within  the  time  limited  (4),  ]r 
other  eases  the  legislature  only  impose  a  penalty  for  not 
having  the  instruiiient  duly  stamped  ;  and  in  these,  though 
•the  party  would  be  liable  to  a  penalty,  yet  the  paper  may  *  405 

be  given  in  evidehce,  though  unstamped  ( 1 ).  It  has  l;>eeD 
before  mentioned(2),  that  the  defendant  after  paying  money 
into  court,  in  an  action  on  a  biil  of  exchange,  cannot  ob> 
ject  to  the  suflSciency  of  the  stamp.  The  jiayment  of 
money  admits  the  validity  of  the  iostrumenl' 
.  By  the  stat.  48  G.  3.  c.  149.  (3),  which  regulates  the  AgTMmenta- 
present  stamp  duties,  every  agreement,  minute,  or  memo- 
randum of  agreement,  (not  particularly  exempted,)  that  is 
made  in  England  under-hand  only,  or  made  in  Scotland 
without  any  clause  -of  registraUo;),.  is  liable  to  a  stamp  in 
proportion  to  ^e  number  of  words  conlaiDed,  vA«n  iht 
aubjecl-matUr  tso/lhe  value  Hjf  201.  or  u^nonb,  whether  the 
same  shall  be  oaly  evidence  of  a  contract,  or  obligatory 
upon  the  parties  from  its  being  a  written  instrument. 

An  agreement  is  to  be  stamped  in- proportion  to  the 
number  of  words  which,  it  contains,  not  according  to  the 
number  of  items  agreed  upon.  But  if  the  parties  add 
another  item  to  an  agreement  which  i^  -already  complete, 
and  has  been  executed  between  theip,  an  additional  stamp 
ought  to  be  annexed,  to  make  ^cb  new  item  arailable. 
As,  if  two  persons  lay  a  wage^,  and  write  it  down  in  the 
form  of  an  agreement,  which  is  stamped,  and  aiierwards  by 
another  agreement,  indor^  on  the  first,  ihey  consent  that 
the  bet  shall  be  doubled ;  here  ther«  ought  to  be  two 
agreement-istamps,  or  the  party  cannot  recover  on  the  last 

(3)B1.  5ftSW'&M.c.Sl.<.ll.        (f)l>raelT.  Benjunia,  3 Cuopb. 

UAoB.  ■t.t.cS.kflS.  Bt.37  0.  40.    Aiite,p.l43. 
3.  c.  136.  t.%.  (3)  Sm  alM  St.  S3  G.  3.  e.  5S.  ■ 

(4)  R.  T.  Bobop  or  Cbnter,  1  3.  St.  SS  G.  3.  c  90. 1. 1.  6.  St.  V 

ab«.8Z4.  G.  3.  c.  90.  ■.!.•. 

(1)  E.  T.  PeMG*,  Pe»ke  ».  P.  C. 
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bet  (4).  A  written  ackowledgment  of  the  payment  of 
money,  stamped  as  a  receipt,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  pay* 
ment,  althougt)  there  may  be  other  u^riting  on  the  same 
paper  amounting  to  an  agreement,  provided  this  does  not 
in  any  manner  control  or  qualify  the  former  part  (5). 
*  40$  ♦A  cognovit  being  a  mere  acknowledgment  of  an  account 

without  any  mutuality,  does  not  require^  a  stamp.  But  if 
there  be' any  thing  of  agreement  beyond  the  mere  authority 
to  enter  a  cognovit,  then  a  stamp  becomes  necessary. 
Thus,  where  the  defendant  gave  a  cognovit  tolbe  plaintiff 
on  unstamped  paper,  by  which  he  agreed  to  confess^  that 
the  plaintiff  had  sustained  a  damage  in  the  action  to  the 
amount  of  301.,  on  whioh  no  judgment  was  to  be  entered; 
unless  the  defendant  made  defcult  in  payment  of  the  suib 
of  5L  by  instahncnts,  tdgethot*  with  costs  to  be  tailed,  the 
pourt  held,  that,  in  consequence  of  the  terms  which  had 
been  added,  the  paper  in  question  amounted  to  an  agree- 
ment ;  but  that  it  was  an  agreement  for  teft  than  301.,  and 
therefore  not  Kablc  to  a  stamp  (1  )• 

The  following  partrcula^rs  are  exempted  from  stamps 
duties  imposed  on  agreements  (3). 

1.  Any  label  or  memorandum  containing  the  heads  of 
insurances  to  be  made  by  the  Royal  Exchange  Assurance 
find  London  Assurance. 

%  Memorandum  or  agreement  for  granting  a  lease  or 
tack,  at  rack-rent,  €>rany  land  or  tenement,  under  the 
yearly  rent  of  5h 

Whether  a  particular  agreement  is  to  be  considered  as  ^ 
lease,  (in  which  case  it  wiH  require  a  kase-stamp,)  or 
inerely  as  an  agreement  for  a  laase,  must  depend  entirely 
pn  the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  it  is  to  be  collected  from 
^he  whole  of  the  instrument.  If  the  words  are  that  the  one 

• 

(4)  Robsoa  y.  Hall,  Pe»ke  N.  P«  150.  Reaidon  y.  Swaby,  4  Eait 
C.  1S7.    Lord  Ken^oo  yma  of  opi-    188.  S.  P. 

^ioD,  U)at  the  plaiatiff  might  recover        (S)  8t.  48  G.  3.  c.  149.    See  also 

V>D  the  origi7uU  b«t.  Biit  the  plaintiff  St.  33  G.  3.  c.  58. 0. 3.  St.  36  G.  3. 

yas  non-saited  on  another  point.  c.  30.  i»  1.  6«  St.  27  G.  91.  c.  90.  s. 

(5)  Grey  v.  Smith,  1  Campb.  387.  1.6. 
(1)  Amei  y.  UiJl,  2  BO0.  &  Pull 
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party  dots  thereby  demise^  &c.,  or  that  the  other  party 
shall  have,  -iiCj  and  no  other  words  appear  to  qualify  the 
expression,  they  are  to  be  construed  as. a  lease  (3).  And 
*where  the  instrument  appears  to  have  been  intended  td  *  409 

transfer  a  present  interest,  or  where  it  contains  words  of 
IN*esent  demise  without  any  thing  to  show  that  the  parties 
had  in  contemplation  a  mere  executory  contract,  the  in** 
strument  will  be  considered  as  an  actual  lease,  notwith'- 
standing  there  may  be  a  stipulation  for  executing  a  subse* 
quent  lease  under  seal  (1  )••  If  indeed  the  words  do  not  im- 
port immediate*  possession,  (as  where  it  is  agreed  that  the 
party  shall  have  and  enjoy  the  land,  &c.)  such  a  stipulation 
would  warrant  the  conclusion,  that  the  instrument  was  in<> 
tended,  not  as  of  itself  a  perfect  lease,  but  as  an  agreement 
for  a  lease  (3).  .  ^ 

3*  Memorandum  or  agreement  for  the  hife  o(  any  la*' 
bourer,  artificer,  manufacturer,  or  menial  servant. 

An  agreement  for  the  assignment  of  an  apprentice  from 
one  master  to  another  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  this 
clause  ;  the  term  ^'  hiring  ".not  being  applicable  to  an  ap-* 
prentice  (3)4 

4.  Memorandum^  letter,  or  agreement,  made  for  or  re*' 
lating  to  the  sale  of  any  goods^  wares,  or  merchandize* 

Upon  this  clause  it  has  been  determined,  that  an  agree^' 
ment  by  the  defendant  to  take  a  share  of  some  goodsy 
which  had  been  bought  by  the  plaintiff  on  their  joint  ao 
count,  and  to  pay  for  them  at  a  certain  time^  is  an  agrees* 
ment  relating  to  the  sale  of  goods,  and  therefore  exempted 
from  a  stamped^uly|(4) ;  so  also  is  an  agreement  by  a 
bi*oker  to  indemnify  hfs  principal,  for  whom  he  bought 
goods,  from  any  loss  on  a  re-salc  (5)  ;  or  a  guaranty  for 

(jS)  Drake  y.  Mandar,  Cro.  Car.  (2)  Doe  detnv  JackiOD  y^  Aahbttf" 

207.    Maldon^B  case,  Cro.  EI.  33.  ner,  6  T.  R.  1S3.  And  aee  Cooiey/ 

6  t.  R.  167.  Clare,  t  T.  R.  739. 

(1)  H&rriDgtori  v.  Wise,  Croi  £1.  (3)  R.  y.  St.  VM\  Bedfoi^  6  T^ 

486.    Tudale  v.  Sir  W.  Etiex,  Hob.  R.  453. 

34.  Baxter  y.  BrowD,  2  Black.  973.  (4)  Veoning  y.  LecUe,  13  Eact  % 


Barry  y.  Nugent,  cited  5  T.  R.  165.  (5)  Curryy.  £deMor,3T.  R^5S4. 
167.  Poole  y.  Bentley,  t  Campb. 
286.,  12  East  168.  8.  C.  Tempest 
y.  RawfiDf,  ISEastlS. 
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^tlic  payment  of  goods,  which  a  third  pci*son  was  about  to 
purchase  to  a  certain  amount'(l) ;  or  a  receipt  for  the  price 
of  a  horse  containing  a  warranty  of  soundness  (S). 

An  agreement  for  the  making  of  goods  is  a  mere  exe- 
cutory contract  for  work  to  be  done,  not  for  the  salt  of 
goods ;  consequently  it  is  not  within  the  exemption  (3). 
But  a  written  memorandum,  ordering  goods  to  be  made, 
but  not  proving  the  contract  between  the  parties,  may 
be  admitted  in  evidence  without  a  stamp,  as  it  is  not  an 
agreement  (4). 

An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  crops  growing  on  certain 
lands,  to  be  delivered  afterwards,  has  been  determihed  to 
be  an  agreement  for  an. interest' In*  land,  and  is  therefore 
not  exempted' ^5  a  sale  for  goods  (5).  "The  subject- 
matter  of  the  agreement,"  said  Mr,  Justice  ileath,  in  the 
case  of  Waddington  v,  Bristow  (5),  "  must  be  taken  with 
reference  to  the  time  at  which  the  contract  was  made. 
Now  at  that  time  the  crops  did  not  exist  in  the  state  of 
goods.''  And  Mr.  Justice  Chambrc  said,  "  Though  I 
admit  that  a  contract' for  the  sale  of  so  many  hops  .as 
twenty-two  acres  might  produce,  to  be  delivered  at  a  dis- 
tant day,  might  fall  within  the  exemption  of  the  act,  not- 
withstanding the  hops  were  not  in  the  state  of  goods  at  fhe 
lime  of  the  contract  made,  yet  I  cannot  think  the  pre- 
sent agreement  within  the  exemption,  since  it  gives  an  in- 
terest to  the  vendee  in  the  produce  of  the  vendor's  land." 
But  where  the  <jwner  of  a  close,  cropped  with  potatoes, 
agreed  to  sell  them  *at  a  certain  rate,  and  the  purchaser 
was  to  take  them  up  immediately,  the*  court  of  King's 
Bench  held,  that  this  agreement  was  not  for  any  interest 
^  409  *in  the  land  (1)  ;  and  the  distinction,  taken  between  this 

and  the  two  cases  just  mentioned,  was,  that  there  the  con- 

(1)  Warriogton  v.  Furbor,  6  East        (4)  Ingram  ▼.  Lea^  S  Campb.  521 . 
243.  (5)  Waddimrton  v.  Brutow,  2  Bos. 

(2)  Skrine  r.  Elmore,  2  Campb.    k,  Pull.  463.  Crosbjrv.  Wadaworth, 
407.  6  East  602.    £mmenon  y«  Heetis 

(3)  Towers  v.  Sir  J.  Osborne,  1    2  Taunt.  88. 

Stra.  506.,  7  T.  R.  17.    Buxton  T.        (1)  Parker  t.  Stanilaiid,  11  Ea*r 
Bedall,  3  East  303.  362. 
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tracts  were  for  the  growing  crops  of  hops  and  grass,  (and 
therefore  the  purchasers  of  the  •  crops  had  an  immediate 
interest  in  the  land,  while  the  crops  were  growing  to  ma- 
turity,)  but  here  the  land  was  to  be  considered  as  a  mere 
warehouse  for  the  potatoes,  till  the  purchasers  could  re- 
move them,  which  was  to  be  done  immediately.  So, 
where  the  agreement  was  to  Sell  all  the  potatoes  growing 
on  a  certain  piece  of  land  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plain- 
tiff to  dig  them  up  and  carry  them  away,  the  Court  held, 
that  the  contract  was  conlBned  to  the  sale  of  the  potatoes, 
as  mere  chattels,  and  that  nothing  else  was  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  (2). 

5.  Memorandum  or  agreement  made  between  the  master 
and  n}arinei*s  of  any  ship  or  vessel,  for  wages,  on  any 
voyage  coastwise  from  port  to  port  in  Great  Britain. 

6.  Letters  containing  any  agreement  (not  before  ex- 
empted) in  respect  of  any-merchandize,  or  evidence  of  such 
an  agreement,  which  shall  pass  by  the  post,  between  mer- 
chants and  other  persons  carrying  pn  trade  or  commerce  in 
Great  Britain,  and  residing  and  actually  being  at  the  time 
of  sanding  such  letters  at  the  distance  of  50.  miles  from 
each  other  (3). 

A  letter  written  by  one,  who  managed  another  person's 
trade,  to  a  creditor,  prcMnising  to  pay  a  debt  which  arose 
in  the  regular  course,  has  been  held  to  come  within  the 
letter  and  spirh  of  this  exemption  (4). 


♦CHAP.  X.  *410 

Of  the  Admisnbililjf  of  Parol  Evidence  io  explain^  van/^  or 

discharge  Written  Instruments. 

The  order,  in  which  it  is  proposed  to  treat  of  this  intrt^ 
cate  and  extensive  subject,  is.  First  to  consider  in  what 

ft)  Warwick  ▼.  Brace,  2  Mauie       <4)  M^Kende  v.  BaakiLS  t.  R. 
&Scl.a05.  176.  : 

(3)  Leigh  t.  Banner,  1  £ap.K.  P. 
€.403. 
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cases  parol  evidence  is  admissible,  to  explain  ambiguitiefi 
in  written  instruments ;  Secondly,  whether  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  add  to,,  vary,  or  discharge  written  instru- 
ments ;  and,  Thirdly,  to  consider  ihe  rule  of  evidence  on 
this  subject,  established  in  coivts  of  equity. 


SjtCT.   I. 

Of  the  Admissibility  of , Parol  Evidence  toexplain  AnJngmXies. 

There  are  two  sorts  of  ambiguities  of  words,  says  Lord 
Bacon  (1);  the  one  is  called  amlnguiku  laiensj  the  other 
ambiguitas  patens.  The  first  occurs,  where  the  deed  or 
instrument  is  sufficiently  certain  and  free  from  ambiguity, 
but  the  ambiguity  is  produced  by,  evidence  of  something 
extrinsic,  or  some  collateral  matter  out  of  the  instrument  $ 
the  latter  kind  is  such  as  appears  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment itself. 
Lafmt  am-  In  the  first  case,  the  ambiguity,  which  is  raised  by  ex-- 
biguitj.  trinsic  evidence,  may  be  explained  in  the  same  manner. 
Thus,  if  a  person  grant  his  manor  of  S.  to  one  and  bis 
heirs,  so  far  there  appears  to  be  no  ambiguity  ^  but  if  it 
should  be  proved,  that  the  grantor  has  the  manors  both  of 
South  S.  and  North  S.,  this  ambiguity  is  matter  in  fact, 
and  parol  evidence  may  be  admitted  to  show,  which  of  the 
two  manors  the  party  intended  to  convey  (2).  So,  it  was 
^411  *resolved  in  Lord  Cheyney's  case  (] ),  if  a  person  has  two 

sons  both  baptized  by  the  name  of  John,  and  coneeiving, 
that  the  elder  who  had  been  long  absent  is  dead,  devises 
his  land  by  his  will  in  writing  to  Kis  son  generally,  and  ifl 
truth  the  elder  is  living,  in  this  case  the  younger  son  may 
in  pleading  or  in  evidence  allege  the  devise  to  him,  and  if 
it  is  denied,  he  may  produce  witnesses  to  prove  his  father'^s 

^n  Bac.  Elem.,  nikS3.  Jones  y.  NewmaD,  1  filacM.  80. 

(ft)  Bac.  Etem.,  ib.  fiarru  r.  Bp.  of  l4ijico]a,  2  P.  Wms 

CI)  5  Rep.  S8.  b.    See  also  Al-  196. 
ilnu&H  caie,  8  Kep,  156.    Hob,  3». 
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intent,  th^t  he  thought  the  other '  was  dead ;  or,  that  at 
the  time  of  making  his  will,  he  named  his  son  John  the 
younger,  and  the  writer  left  out  the  addition.  No  incon- 
venience, adds  Lord  Coke,  can  arise,  if  an  averment  be 
taken  in  such  a  case ;  for  he  who  sees  the  wilt,  by  which 
land  is  so  devised,  cannot  be  deceived  by  any  secret  aver- 
ment ;  when  he  sees  the  devise  to  the  testator's  son  John 
generally^  he  ought  at  his  peril  to  inquire  which  John  the 
testator  intended,  which  may  easily  be  known  by  him  who 
wrote  the  will,  and  by  others  who  were  privy  to  the  intent ; 
and,  if  no  direct  proof  can  be  made  of  his  intent,  there  the 
devise  is  void  for  its^  uncertainty  (o). 

When  a  devise  in  a  wilt  is  to  a  person,  designated  by  a 
christian  and  surname  without  any  other  description,  and 
no  such  person  appears  to  claim  th^  legacy,  or  to  have  been 
:  known  by  the  testator,  parol  evidence  may  be  admitted  to 
show,  that  both  the  names  have  been  mistaken  by  the  per- 
son, who  took  the  instructions  for  the  will ;  as,  in  the 
case  of  Beaumont  V.  Fell  (2),  where  a  legacy  was  bequeathed 
to  Catharine  Earnley,  and  the  name  of  the  person  who 
claimed  the  legacy  was  Gertrude  Yardley,  the  Court 
established  the  claim,  observing  bow  very  material  it  wa^, 
that  no  such  person  as  Catharine  Earnley  claimed  under 
the  will.  Here,  there  was  n(f  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the 
will,  but  the  latent  ambigtrily  was  introduced  by  extrinsic 
^evidence,  and  the  same  kind  of  evidence  also  showed,  that  *  4]  ^ 

there  was  a  person  of  the  name  of  Gertrude  whom  the  tes- 
tator called  Gatty,  which  name  the  person  who  drew  the 
will  mistook  for  Katy ;  in  this  case,'  therefore,  as  parol  evi- 
dence was  admitted  to  show  the  latent  ambiguity,  parol 

(ft)  2  P.  Wnu.  140.  See  ako  Dow-  jun*  322.    Smith  t.  Cooey,  6  Ves. 

let  T.  Sweet,  Ambl.  175.    Bndvin  jua.  42.    Doe  dem.  Cook  ▼.  Dan- 

▼.  Haipor,  Ambl.  d74.     Panonswr*  Ten,  7  East  908. 
PanooB,  1  Ves.  jua.  S66.    3  Ves. 

(a)  Id  Revere  v.  Leonard  ^  another^  1  Mast.  Rep.  91,  it  was 
held  that  the  grantor  was  iocompetent  to  explain  a  latent  amhigoity 
In  his  own  grant,  although  not  intexestad. 
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evidence  was^also  admitted  to  explain  it  (o).  So,  where 
the  testator  bequeathed  bis  stock  in  a  particular  fund,  and  it 
appeared,  that  he  had  not  at  the  time  of  mdcing  his  will  or 
afterwards,  any  stock  in  that  fund,  having  «old  out  sorae 
time  before  and  purchased  into  another  fund,  evidence  was 
admitted  to  show  whence  the  mistake  arose,  and  the  legacy 
was' satisfied  out  of  the  new  fund,  into  which  the  testator 
had  purchased  (t).  So,  where  the  devise  was  ^^  of  all  my 
farm  and  lands  called  Trogues-farm,  now  m  the  oectipatwn 
of  A.  C.,^'  the  courtof  King's  Bench  were  clearly  of  opi* 
nion,  diat  two  closes  tn  iht  occupation  of  L.  JIf «,  but  forming 
a  part  of  Trogues-ft^rm,  would  pass  under  the  devise ;  and 
that  a  written  notice  from  the  testator  to  L.  M.  bad  been 
properly  admitted  in  evidence,  to  show  that  he  considered 
them  as  parcel  of  bis  iiHrm  called  Trogues4arm  (2).  Here 
V  the  devise  was  sufficiently  compreh^sive  to  include  the 
whole  of  the  lands,  and  ought  not  to  be  narrowed  by  the 
defective  description  of  the  occupation  (A). 

In  the  instances,  which  have  been  just  mentioned,  it  is  to 
be  observed,  that,  unless  the  evidence  had  been  admitted, 
the  will  could  not  have  taken  effect*  In  the  first  case,  no 
person  was  to  be  found  corresponding  with  the  description 
in  the  devise  ;  in  the  setond,  the  testator  had  no  property 
in  the  fund^,  out  of  wbich*he  appointed  the  legacy  to  be 
paid ;  and  in  the  third,  if  the  closes  in  question  were  not  to 
be  included  as  part  of  the  devised  farm,  the  word  ^^  all  ^' 
in  the  devise  would  not  be  satisfied.     And  the  question  on 

(nSelwood  y.  Madmaj,  3Ve8.        (2)  Good^tle  dem.  Radford   v. 
jim.  306.  Southera,  1  Mai4e  ft  Selw.  299. 


\ 


-*" 


(a)  Vide  post  416.  n.  (a). 

(&)  Where  the  devisor  possessing  real  estate  in  W,  devises  in 
the  foli9wiDg  words :  '<  I  gire  and  bequeath,  &c.  the  farm  which  I 
now  occupy/'  without  any  further  description,  parol  evidence  was 
held  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  land  of  the^  devisor,  in  W/ 
which  had  been  leased  by  him,  and  was  in  the  occupation  of  the 
lessee,  was  intended  to  be  included  in  tfaie  deWse.  Jackion  d. 
Van  Fechten  v.  Sill  ^  o&wrt^  1 1  Jchna.  Rep.  201. 
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the  admissibility  of  parol  evidence,  in  such  cases,  will  de-*' 
pend  principally  upon  this,  namely,  whether  the  evidence 
*is  necessary  to  give  an  effective  operation  to  the  devise,  or  *  41 3 

whether,  without  that  evidence,  there  appears  to  be  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  devise  and  the  intention  of 
the  testator  as  expressed  on  the  face  of  the  wilL  If  the 
testator  has  left  property  which  corresponds  with  the  de- 
scription in  the  will,  extrinsic  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
show,  that  he  intended  to  include  other  property  not  within 
^at  description  (!)•  m  the  case  of  Wbitbread  v.  May  (3), 
where  the  testator,  having  devised  all  his  estates  in  trust  for 
his  son  for  life  witthremainder  over  in  strict  settlement,  &c., 
by  a  codicil  afterwards  revoked  his  will  "  so  far  as  it  re- 
lated to  his  estate  at  Lushill,  iii  the  county  of  Wilts,  and 
Heame  and  Buckland,  in  the  qounty  of  Kent^  which  h^ 
devised  to  his  son  in  fee,^'  it  appeared,  that  at  the  time  of  ■  * 
the  devise  the  testator  had  lands  ia.  the  parish  of  .H^me^ 
and  in  several  other  parishes,  all  which  he  had  purchased 
by  one  contract  from  one  person  ;  evidence  was  then  offer-* 
ed  to  show  that  the  testator,  by  the  description  of  bis  ^^  e^.- 
tote  at  Heame j'^^  meant  to  designate  and  include  not  only 
Uie  lands  in  that  parish,  but  also  all  the  ptber  lands  which 
he  had  purchased  at  the  same  time«  This  evidence  was  re-* 
ceived  at  the  trial,  subjecttothe  opinion  of  the  court  above; 
and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  were  afterwards  equally 
divided  in  opinion  on  the  question  of  its  admissibility.  In' 
a  much  later  case  {3),  however,  which  was  very  similar  to 
the  last,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  adjudged  such  evi- 
dence to  be  inadmissible.  The  question  there  was,  whether 
on  a  devise  of  the  testator's.'^  eWa/e  ofAshton,^^  parol  evi- 
dence could  be  admitted  to  show,  that  the  testator  intended 

(1)  Doe  dem.  Brown  v.  Brown,  rejtetioa  of  evMence.    Xlw  devise 

1 1  East  441 .    3  Tauat.  147.  was  of  the  testator*!  ^^  ataU  at  Cot-' 

(^  3  Bos.  and  Pull.  593.  Ao/iti,**  and  evidence  was  offered  to 

(3)  Doe  dem.  Sir  A.  Chichester  ▼.  show,  that  the  testator  intended  ta 

Oxenden,  3  Taunt.  147.    Amotion  devise  other  premises  besides  those  a/ 

for  a  new  trial  was  made  in  Mich.  Cothobru,  which  was  refused.    And 

term,  1814,  in  the  case  of  Doe  on  the  the  Conrt  of  King^s  Bench  were  of 

demise  of  Brown  v.  Green,  (which  opinion,  that  the  evideoee  had  been 

was  tried  by  Mr.  Justice  Dallas  at  properly  rejected,   and  refilled'  to 

Gloucester,)  on  the  |roond  of  the  grant  a  mle. 

8t 
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By  that  description  to  devise  all  h£s  maternal  estate,  which 
consisted  of  two  manors  in  the  parish  of  Ashtoo  and  another 
*  41 4  manor  *in  the  adjoining  parish ;  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas^ 

after  hearing  two  arguments,  determined  against  its  adiais- 
sibUity.  The  Chief  Justice,  Sir  James  Mansfield,  in  de- 
livering the  judgment  of  the  court,  after  premising  that  he 
had  felt  considerable  doubts  on  the  subject  in  consequence 
of  the  case  of  Whitbread  v.  May,  in  which  case  the  Court 
was  equally  divided  on  the  admissibi^y  of  parol  evidence, 
adverted  to  the  case  of  Beaumont  f.  Fell  (1),  and  to  the 
similar  case  of  Dowset  v»  Sweet  (2),  and  observed  on  these 
eases,  that  although  it  was  not  expressly  stated  to  have  been 
necessary  to  receive  the  evidence  in  order  to  give  effect  to 
the  will,  yet  that  ground  of  determination  might  be  in- 
ferred. "  It  will  be  found,'^  €aid  the  Chief  Justice,  "  that 
the  will  would  have  had  no  operation  unless  the  evidence 
had  been  received.  But,  in  the  case  now  before  the  Court, 
the  will  has  an  effective  operation  without  the  evidence 
proposed ;  every  thing  will  pass  under  it,  that  is  in  the 
manor  or  parish,  or  what  he  would  naturally  call  his  Ashton 
estate.  This  will  be  an  effiM:tive  operation ;  and,  this  being 
so,  die  case  in  this,  respect  diflfers  from  all  the  others ;  be«^ 
cause  in  them  the  evidence  was  admitted  to  explain  that, 
which  Without  such  expkination  could  have  had  no  opera- 
tion. It  is  safer  not  to  go  beyond  this  line.  Only  those 
premises,  therefore,  will  pass  under  the  devise,  which  are 
in  theimanor  or  parish  of  Ashton." 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Thomas  {3),  where  the  testator 
had  devised  to  his  grand-daughter,  Mary  Thomas  of  Llech- 
lloyd,  in  Merthyr  parish,  it  appeared,  that  at  the  time  ojf 
bis  death  he  had  a  grand-daughter  of  the  name  of  Elinor 
£vans,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  who  lived  in  the 
place  and  parish  named  in  the  will,  and  also  a  great-graad^ 
daughter,  Mary  Thomas,  the  defendant,  the  only  person 

'I)  Vld.  fvpr.  411.  Walpole  v.  Lord  Cbobnondel^y,  7 

(^  Vid.  supr.  411.  T.  R.  138. 

)6T.  R.  071.    Aad  see  Lord 
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of  that  name  in  the  family,  but  who  lived  in  another  place; 
and  had  never  been  fn  Merthyr  parish ;  the  plaintiflPs 
•counsel  at  the  trial  offered  parol. evidence  to  show,  that  ^415 

the  person  who  drew  the  will,  had  made  a  mistake  in  the 
name  of  the  devisee ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  received 
the  evidence  (1),  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  above 
on  its  admissibility ;  but  as  the  jury  were  of  opinion,  that 
the  name  had  not  been  inserted  by  mistake,  and  therefore 
ibnnd  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  count,  which  laid  the 
demise  from  Elinor  Evans,  the  admissibility  of  this  evi« 
dence  did  not  a/iterwards  form  any  part  of  the  argument* 
After  this  finding  of  the  jury,  th/e  question  was  between 
Mary  Thomas  and  the  plaintift"  on  a  demise  from  the  heir 
at  law,  and  in  this  stage  of  the  cause  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel offered  evidence  of  declarations  made 'by  the  devisor 
previous  to  the  making  of  his  will,  expressive  of  his  regard 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  of  his  intention  ol  giving  her  the  pre* 
mises  in  dispute.  But  this  evidence  was  rejected,  on  the 
ground,  that  nothing  dehors  the  will  could  be  received  to 
show  the  intention  of  the  testator,  which  covld  only  be 
collected  from  the  words  of  the  will  itself,  after  the  removal 
of  any  latent  ambiguity  in  the  description  of  persons  or 
other  terms  in  the  will*  And  this  opinion  was  afterwards 
affirmed  by  the  court  of  King's  Bench.  **  If  there  had 
been  no  person,"  said  Lord  Kenyon,  "  to  answer  the 
description  of  grand  daughter^  tiving  at  Llechlloyd,  in 
Merthyr  parish,  I  should  have  rejected  the  description, 
and  have  said,  that  the  devise  applied  to  Mary  Thomas ; 
but  it  appears,  that  there  is  another  person  answering  that 
part  of  the  description,  who  is  also  (in  another  part  of  the 
will)  an  object  of  the  testator's  bounty.  Then  as  there 
are  two  parts  of  the  description  not  answering  to  Mary 
Thomas,  who  is  named  in  this  clause  of  the  will,  we  are 
left  to  conjecture  who  was  meant  by  the  devisor ;  but  the 
law  will  not  allow  an  heir  at  law  to  be  disinherited  by  con- 

Jl)  See  8  ^m.  Ab.  312.  pi.  29 ;    dted  by  Lawrence,  J.  6  T.  R.  67B. 
HftTitpthire  ▼.  Pierce,  S  Vei .  21S.,    See  ante,  p.  412. 
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jecture.    And  with  regard  to  the  other  question  i*espect- 
ing  the  rejection  of  evidence,"  added  Lord  Kenyon,  '*  it 
was  properly  rejected ;  the  supposed  declarations  haring 
*  416  *been  made  by  the  testator,  long  before  the  will  Was  made  ^ 

but,  had  they  been  made  at  the  time  of  making  the  will,  I 
should  have  thought  ibem  admissible  evidence  (a)." 


(a)  Where  a  legacy  was  given  to  Samuel  PoweH,  the  sod  of 
Samuel  Powell,  who  had  two  sons,  one  named  William  and  the 
pther  Samuel,  parol  e?idence  was  admitted  to  show  that  William 
was  the  person  intended  by  the  testator  by  th^  name  of  Samuel, 
the  former  being  the  grandson  of  the  testator,  who  usually  called 
him  by  the  name  of  Samuel,  but  the  latter  being  the  son  of  Samuel 
Powell  the  elder  by  a  second  marriage,  with  whom  the  testator 
had  no  connexion  or  acquaintance  whatever.  Powell  v.  Biddle,  2 
DaiL  70.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  a  lot  in  the  milita- 
ry  tract  in  the  state  of  New- York,  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a 
patent  to  David  Hungerford,  and  under  an*  act  of  the  legislature 
jwr  ^  relief  tf  Daniel  Hungerford^  which  recited  that  letters  pa- 
tent had  been  issued  in  the  name  of  David  Hungerford,  but  the 
grant  was  intended  for  Daniel  Hungerford,  it  was  therefore  enact- 
ed that  the  lett^r^  patent  should  be  deemed  to  have  vested  the  Jot 
in  Daniel  Hungerford,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  bad  been 
issued  in  the  name  of  the  said  Daniel.  Evidence  was  given  to 
show  that  Daniel  Hungerford  had  served  in  th^  New-York  line, 
and  although  described  in  the  ballotting  book  as  David  H.,  yet 
that  there  was  no  other  Hmgerford  tlian  Daniel  in  the  company  to 
which  he  was  described  as  belonging.  I'h^  defendant  showed 
the  existence  of  a  man  of  the  name  of  David  Hungerford,  who 
served  in  the  New-York  line,  and  under  whom  he  claimed  :  a  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was 
denied.  Kent,Ch.  J.  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  say^; 
*'  If  Daniel  Hungerford  was  the  soldier  who  belonged  to  that  com- 
pany and  regiment,  and  no  person  of  the  name  of  David  Hunger- 
ford was  a  soldier  in  that  re^ment,  there  must  have  been  a  mis- 
nomer in  the  christian  name  of  the  patentee.  1  think  the  evidence 
taken  at  the  trial  establishes  the  mistake ;  and  the  question  is^ 
whether  (bat  evidence  was  admissible,  and  if  so,  what  is  the  legal 
effect  of  it  ?  Here  is  no  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the  patent,  but  it 
is  a  latent  ambiguity,  and  according  to  general  rules  the  parties 
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If  a  clause  in  a  deed,  or  will,  or  any  other  instruineot,  LfttMit  am- 
is so  ambiguously  or  defectively  expressed,  that  a  court  of    ^^* 
law,  which  has  to  put  a  construction  on  the  instrument,  is 


may  go  into  extrinsic  evideoce  to  ascertain  the  graotee,  and  clear 
up  the  mistake  in  the  soidier's  name.  P^rtl  'evidence  has  been 
admitted  in  the  case  of  a  will,  to  ascertain  the  p^Bon  when  two 
were  d(  the  same  name,  or  when  these  had  been  a  mistake  of  the 
christian  name  of  the  devisee.  But  with  respect  to  deeds  and 
grants  the  old  general  rule  seems  to  have  been  that  an  omission  or 
mistake  oi  the  christian  name  of  the  grantee  rendered  the  grant 
void.  Lord  Coke,  however  holds,  that  a  grant  may  sometimes  be 
good,  though  the  grantee^s  name  of  baptism  be  mistaken.  (Cq. 
Litt.  3.  a.)  Thus,  if  lands  be  given'to  Robert  Earl  of  Pembroke, 
when  his  name  is  Henry,  or  to  George  Bishop  of  Norwich,  when 
his  name  is  John,  the  grant  is  still  good,  because  there  can  be  but 
one  of  that  name  and  dignity.  If  then  the  patent*  in  this  case  had 
designated  the  Hungerfbrd  intended,  by  specifying  the  regiment 
and  company  to  which  he  belonged,  at  the  time  of  his  death j  it 
might  have  been  good,  as  being  equally  capable  of  being  reduced 
to  certainty.  But  the  patent  adds  no  description  or  demonstration  to 
the  name  of  the  patentee.  It  is  simply  a  patent  of  the  lot  to  David 
Hungerford  \  and  according  to  the  rule  which  has  been  mentioned,  the 
heirs  of  Daniel  IJungeiford  cannot  take  under  that  patent,  because 
their  ancestor  is  not  the  patentee  named*  .  In  all  the  cases  which 
I  have  seen  where  there  was  a  misnomer,  there  was  some  descrip* 
tion  connected  with^thc  name*  and  there  was  no  other  person  who 
set  up  a  title  in  competition,  under  the  erroneous  name ;  but  here 
the  defendant  claims  under  one  David  Hungerford,  and  contends 
that  he  was  the  grantee,  and  a  soldier  in  the  line  of  this  state ; 
though  the  proof  of  the  fact  is  extremely  weak,  and  no  proof  was 
offered  that  he  was  a  soldier  in  M'Kean's  company,  in  the  first 
regiment,  or  that  he  belonged  to  either  of  the  two  regiments  of  in- 
fantry for  the  use  of  whom  the  military  bounty  lands  were  appro- 
priated. The  verdict  is  to  be  considered  as  establishing  the  fact 
that  Daniel  was  the  soldier  who"^ served,  and  must  have  been  the 
soldier  intended.  The  grant  then  is  either  void  by  reason  of  the 
misnomer,  or  the  par«d  proof  supplies  and  corrects  the  mistake  in 
the  christian  name  of  the  soldier  intended,  and  in  either  case,  the 
lessors  of  the  plantiff  are  entitled  to  recover."    Jaduon  d.  Dick- 
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unable  to  collect  the  intention  of  the  party,  evidence  of 
die  declaration  of  the  party  cannot  be  admitted  to  explain 
his  intention,  but  the  clause  will  be  void  on  account  of  its 

son  ^  odun  ?.  SiamUff^  10  Jakm.  Rtp.  Idd.  in  a  subseqaent  case, 
which  was  ako  an  action  ef  ejcctSKiit  for  a  lot  hi  the  military  tract, 
Ike  piainliff  gave  io  evidence  letters  patent  to  George  Hoosenan  ; 
it  was  tUtad  la  the  ballotti^g  bosk  that  a  man  of  the  name  of 
Cboige  HousemaB,  belsnged  to  WendlelTs  oempaay  ia  lie  §Ha%' 
regiment.  The  defendant  offered  to  prove  tiiat  do  sodi  man  at 
Qeorge  Houseman  was  enlisted  or  sSrved  in  Wendeirs  comfany, 
and  that  a  man  of  the  name  of  George  Hosmer  did  enlist  ami  serve 
in  that  company,  and  that  the  patent  was  issued  id  Ae  name  of 
George  Houseman  by  mistake,  and  that  George  Hesmer  was  the 
soldier  entitled  to  the  patent  smd  intended  thereby,  l^his  evidence 
having  been  rejected  by  the  jndge,  a  verdict  was  found  ibr  the 
l^ainliff,  and  car  is  motion  for  a  new  trial  it  was  held  by  a  majority 
of  the  court  that  the  patent  could  not  be  avoided  in  a  coUatend 
action,  but  that  if  tiiere  was  amistdre,  tlie  proper  remedy  was  bj* 
scire  facias,  or  odief  proceedings  for  tliat  purpose  in  chancery* 
Piatt,  J.  ID  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  judges  ob^ 
served  that  this  case  was  distinguishable  from  that  of  Jacksoo  v. 
Stanley  in  two  respects.  K  The  alleged  mistake  here  is  in  the 
surname,  and  not  merely  in  the  christian  name  of  the  grantee ; 
f.  The  state  has  not  in  this  case,  interfored  to  assert  its  right  by 
a  new  legislative  grant  to  the  opposite  claimant.  **  The  rale,  says 
the  learned  judge,  is  indisputable,  that  parol  evidence  cannot  be 
received  to  vary  or  contradict  a  written  instrument  of  clear,  cer- 
tain, and  unequivocal  import.  A  latent  ambiguity  may  be  explain- 
ed by  parol  proof,  in  mder  to  elucidate  and  explain  written  words 
of  doubtful  sense,  as  if  a  grant  be  made  to  John  Smith,  and  there 
be  several  persons  of  that  name,  parol  evidence  is  admissfble  to 
explain  which  of  die  persons  bearing  the  same  name  was  inteod* 
ed.  So,  panol  evidence  would  be  admissible  to  prove,  that  George 
Houseman  and  Geoige  Hosmer  are  the  same  person.  But  certain- 
ly it  is  not  explaining  a  latent  ambiguity,  to  prove  that  a  grant  to 
George  Houseman,  a  real  person,  was  intended  for  another  person 
of  the  name  of  George  Hosmer.  Such  an  extension  of  the  rule 
would  destroy  the  security  of  written  conveyances.  If  a  different 
person  may  be  substituted  by  parol  proof,  for  the  person  certainly 
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uncertainty  (6).  In  many  cases  an  apparent  uncertainty 
may  be  removed  by  collecting  the.  general  intention  from 
other  passages  in  the  writing,  so  as  to  make  tlie  whole  con* 
sistent ;  or  by  a  reference  to  some  event,  or  some  other 

described  as  grantee  in  a  deed,  there  is  no  other  essential  part  of 
the  deed  which  migbt  not  be  altered  ia  the  same  way.  ,  Such -a 
mlazation  in  the  established  rules  of  evidence,  wouid  defeat  the 
'spirit  and  policy  of  (he  statute  of  frauds,  which  requires  convey^ 
'  ances  of  land  should  be  in  writiqg."   Thooapsoo,  Ch.  J.  dissented  * 

on  the  ground  that  this  case  could  not  be  distinguished  from  that  of 
Jackson  v.  Stanley.  Speaking  of  that  case  he  says  ;  ''  if,  under 
the  patent,  (he  title  was  vested  in  David  Huugerford,  it  was  not, 
nor  could  hMivetended,  that  the  legislature  could  devest  him  of 
his  title,  ^wf^rte  it  to  Daniel  Hungerford,  the  person  really  in- 
tended as  the  patentee.  The  patent  to  David  must  be  first  got 
rid  of,  before  the  act  of  the  legislature  could  take  effect,  and  so  it 
was  considered  by  the  court.  Notwithstanding  there  was  a  person 
of  the  same  name  with  tiie  patentee,  who  claimed  title  to  the  land, 
the  court  said  the  patent  was  void,  because  he  was  not  the  person 
intended,  and  that  it  was  competent  to  show  this  by  parol  evi- 
dence/' Jxtckaon  d.  Houseman  v.  Hari^  12  Johsu.  Rep.  77.  A. 
by  a  written  contract  agreed  to  receive  of  B.  60  shares  of  the 
Hudson  bank,  on  which  10  dollars  per  share  had  been  paid,  and 
to  deliver  B.  his  note  for  667  dollars  and  pay  him  the  balance  in 
eash  ;  and  also,  to  pay  5  per  cent,  advance.  The  question  was 
whether  it  was  competent  for  B.  to  explain  b^y  psrol,  whether  the 
^  per  cent,  advanced  on  the  shares,  was  to  be  on  the  sum  then  ac- 
tually paid  in,  or  on  the  nominal  amount  of  the  shares.  It  was 
held  that  this  was  a  latent  ambiguity,  and  that  the  parol  evidence 
was  admissible.     Cole  v.  Wendell^  8  John$.  Rep,  116. 

(b)  In  DinUe's  Lessee  v.  Manhail^  3  Binney  687.,  it  Was  held  that 
declarations  of  the  grantor,  at  and  immediately  before  the  sealing 
and  delivery  of  a  deed,  are  admissible  to  show  that  he  did  not  in- 
tend to  convey  what  /night  nevertheless  be  included  within  the 
description  of  tiie  deed.  In  Drum  \^.  Lessee  of  Simpson^  6  Binney 
48!^.)  Tilgbman,  Ch.  J.  says  that  it  had  been  long  settled  in  the 
Sop.  Court  of  Pennsylvania  that  parol  evidence  might  be  received 
io  prove  what  paosed  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
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wrkingi  or  some  medium  of  explanatioD,  adverted  to  in 
the  iDfttniment.  But  when,  after  comparing  the  several 
parts  of  a  written  instrument,  and  collecting  all  the  lights 
which  the  writing  itself  supplies,  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties still  appears  to  be  uncertain,  parol  evidence  of  their 
intention  is  not  admissible.  ^^  Ambiguitas  patens,"  Lord 
Bacon  (1),  (that  is,  an  ambiguity  apparent  on  the  deed  or 
instrument,)  "cannot  be  helped  by  averment;  and  the 
reason  is,  because  the  law  will  not  couple  and  mingle 
matter  of  specialty,  which  is  of  the  higher  account,  with 
matter  of  averment,  which  is  of  inferior  account  in  law : 
for,  that  were  to  make  all  deeds  hollow,  and  subject  to 
averment,  and  so  in  effect  to  make  that  pass  without  deed, 
which,  the  law  appoints,  shall  not  pass  bul|Bkjdeed.  It 
holds  generally,"  he  adds,  "that  all  ambiguity,  of  words 
within  the  deed,  and  not  out  of  the  deed,  may  be  helped 
by  construction,  or  in  some  cases  by  election,  but  never 
by  averment,  but  rather  shall  make  the  deed  void  for.un- 
certainty  X^)*" 

And  in  the  case  of  a  will,  if  any  devise  is  expressed  doubt- 
fully and  with  uncertainty,  the  only  constructioo,  which  it 
*  417  *^'  capable  of  receiving,  is  by  comparing  it  with  the  other 

parts  of  the  will ;  the  declarations  of  the  testator  are  not 
admissible  to  remove  the  apparent  ambiguity,  or  to  explain 
his  intention.  As,  for  example,  if  the  devise  is  to  "  one  of 
the  sons  of  J.  S.,"  who  has  several  sons,  such  an  uncer- 
tainty in  the  description  of  the  devisee  cannot  be  explained 
by  parol  proof  (1).  So  in  a  case,  where  the  testator  made 
dispositions  in  his  will  to  several  persons,  among  others  to 
his  wife  and  niece,  who  were  the  only  women  mentioned  in 
the  will,  and  then  devised  "  to  her"  a  particular  estate  for 

(1)  Bac.  Elem.  role  23.  (l)2Ven.  624. 

the  deed,  if  the  party  offering  the  evidence  alleges  fiaud  or  i&is- 
take  in  the  transaction.     £t  vhle  fftirtf i  Lessee  v.  Kirkhridge,  1 
616.     Reichart  v.  CaxUOor,  5  Biimey  109. 
(c)  Vide  6  Ma$$.  Rep.  440. 
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life,  the  question  was  whether  parol  evidence  colild  be 
admitted)  to  show  which  of  the  two  war  intended ;  the  Lord 
Chancellor  refused  to  receive  ic^  on  the  ground  that  it 
would  tend  to  put  it  in  the  power  of  witneisses  to  make  wills 
for  testators ;  Uie^  court  held,  that  though  the  term  "  her  " 
was  relative,  it  n^as  to  be  referred  inohis  case  to  the  wife^ 
because  in  other  parts  of  the  will  k  seemed  to  relate  to  the 
wife ;  btit  expressly  excluded  the  parol  evidence  offered  to 
explain  the  wiU(3);«  However,  courts  of  law  as  well  as 
courts  of.  equity  will  admit  evidence  of  the  situation  and 
circumstances  of  the  parties,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  ^ 
them  in  putting  a  con$ti*uction  oA  wills,  ^hat  are  not  clearly  "  * 
expressed  ;1bis,  in  the  case  of -Masters  v.  Masters  (3),  where 
the  testator,  after  having  bequeathed  a  legacy  to  the  p£>r 
of  two  hospitals  in  Canterbury,  (naming  tht^m,)  bequeathed 
another  sui;n  in  his  codicil  "  to  all  and  every,  the  hospitals^" 
the  second  bequest  was  adjudged  not  to  be  void  for  unceN  . 
iainty,  but  to  have  been  intended  for  all  the  hospitals  in 
Canterbury,  a$  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  testator 
lived  in  Canterbury,  and  had  in  his  will  taken  notice'  of 
two  hospitals  there  (a)*  But  evidence  of  the  value  of  the 
estate  devised,  or  of  the  amount  of  the  testator^s  property, 
will  not  be  adniitted  in  order  to  raise  an  argument  in  fa" 
vour  of  a  ^particular  construction  ;  whatever  may  be  the  *41S 

amount,  the  general  rule  of  construction  must  prevail  (1 )  (6). 

• 

(3)  Castleton  v.  Tn Aer ;  died  2  Ves.  jun.  910«   6  Vet.  39tf.    \t  Vef . 

Ves.  217.  ^74.  15  V^.  514.  Herbert  v.  Reid, 

(3)  i  P.  Wms.  4S0.  See  also  Har-  Itf  Ves.  481. 
ri»  T«  ^isbop  of  Lincoin,  2  P.  Wnu*        (1)  Doe  dem.  Haodson  v.  Fyldei^ 

135.  .  Siir  J.  Eden  v.  Earl  of  Bate,  ^  Cotep«  833«    Standen  v.  S^den,  % 

Bro.  Pari.  C.  79.  Doe  v.  Burt,  1  T.  Ves.  jiiDk  593.    Richardson  v.  Ed-* 

R.  701.     Qelwood  T.  Mildmaj,  3  mowiU,  7  T.  R.  636.    • 

(a)  Vide  Doe  d.  Barnes  v.  Primoosi,  4  Jokns,  nep.  63.  *  > 

(i)  The  testator,  Mamy,  baving  amassed  a  large  property  wHk 
East  Indies,  shipped  goods  on  board  of  a  vessel  at  Calcutta,  whtcfa 
were  consigned  to  the  defendants :  and  also  engaged  bis  passage 
for  America  on  board  of  a  vessel  belonging  to  the  defendants^ 
Before  the  vessel  sailed  fbe  testator  had  a  h\\  from  a  horse,  and 
iras  so  much  injured  that  his  life  was  despaired  of^  and  he  in  cm* 

3  V 
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A  Maiik  in  a  will,  for  tb^  devtsee^s  name,  is  an  instaiice 
of  apparent  ambiguity,  and  parol  evidence  cannot  be  ad* 
mitted  to  show  what  person^s  name  the  testator  intended  to 
«  insert  (i).  But  on  a  bequest  to  a  person,  whose  surname 
was  mentioned,  wiih  a  blank  left  for  the  Christian  name^ 
the  party  who  claimed  the  legacy,  was  allowed  not  only  to 
prove  acts  of  kindness  atnd  constant  affection  on  the  part  of 
the  deceased,  but  to  show  further  that  the  testator  had  said 
^  he  would  provide  for  him,  and  that  he  had  left  him 
something  by  his  will  (3)  ;^^  and  in  another  case,  where  only 
oAe  initial  appeared  in  the  will,  (the  bequest  being  ^^  to 
'  '  Mrs.  G*,''  without  any  other  dascription,)  the  Chancellckr 
referred  it  to  the  master  to  receive  evidence,  to  show  who 
was  the  person  intended  to  be  described  by  that  initial  (4)» 
The  distinction  between  these  cases  is,  that  in  the  former 
there  is  no  description  whatever  of  a  devisee,  and  whether 
the  testator  had  selected  any  person  as  the  object  ot  his 
devise  is  entirely  uncertain  on  the  face  of  the  will ;  but  in 

(2)  Baylis  v.  The  Attorney-Gene-  (3)  Price  v.  Paje,  4  Ves.  juo.  680. 

ral,  2  Atk.  239      CastledoD  ▼.  Tur<  (4)  Abbot  v.  Maasie,  3  Ves.  jim. 

Btr,  3  Atk.  257.     Hunt  t.  Hort,  3  "148. 
Bro.  Ch.  C.  311.               ,        '        < 

•  aequeace  made  his  vvill,  and  soon  afler  died.     The  will  contained 

the  following  clause  :  **  AH  my  property  which  has  been  remitted 
home  by  me  fr^m  this  country  to  America,  1  desire  may  remain  in 
the  hands  of  those  to  whom  I  sent  it,  for  their  own  use."  A  sub- 
sequent clause  in  the  will  was,  *'  the  property  now  going  to 
Anl^ric^,  1  do  not  consider  as  belonging  to  any  person."  loan  actioa 
by  the  administrator  cum  testamento  anneio,  against  the  consignees 
of  the  goods  to  recover  tfaeir  value,  the  defendants  set  up  a  claim  to 
the  property  under  the  above  clauses  in  the  will,  and  o&red  in  evi- 
dence parol  declarations  of  the  testator  subsequent  to  making  the 
will,  that  he  intended  the  property  should  be  theirs  a»a  corapensa* 
tion  for  the  loss  and  expense  which  they  had  sustained  in  fitting 
the  cabin  of  the  ship  for  his  accommodation,  and  rejectlnig  pasaen* 
gers  and  freight :  the  evidence  having  been  admitted  at  ti^  trials 
on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  it  was  held  inadmissible,^  Riduurd$  v. 
Dukh,  8  Mass.  Rep.  506. 
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the  two  last  cases,  the  testator  has  given  some  descmption, 
and  though.it  would  appear  too  slight  and  general  for  the 
information  of  strangers,  yet  to  persons  well  acquainted 
with  the  testator,  it  might  be  sufficiently  full  and  distinct ; 
in  the  first  of  these  two  cases,  the  testator  might  not  hare 
knowa  the  Christian  name ;  in  the  other,  the  description  in 
the  will  might  have  been  the  only  one  by  which  the  testa- 
tor used  to  designate  .the  claimant  (^). 

When  a  Uank  is  left  in  a  written  agreement,  which 
need  not  have  been  reduced  into  writing,  and  would  have 
been  equally  binding,  whether  written  or  unwritten,  *(as,  ^  iVt 

if  the  agreement  were  to  delivel*  goods  to  the  amount  of 
less  than  ten  pounds,  and  a  blank  were  left  for  the  quan^ 
iity  of  goods  to  be  delivered,)  in  such  a -case,  it  is  pre- 
sumed, in  an  action  for  the.  nofn-peilbrmance  of  the  con- 
traet,  parol  evidence  migfae  be  admitted  to  show  the 
quantity,  for  which  the  parties  agreed ;  for  a  memorandum 
in  writing  was  hot  required  in  this  case  by  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  the  proposed  evidence  would  not  contradict 
any  part  of  the  written  agreement,  but  merely  supply  an  . 
omission,  where  nothing,  need  have  been  expressed.  And  ^ 
where  a  written  instrutnent, .  which  was  made  professedly 
to  record  a  fact,  is  produced  as  evidence  of  that  fac^*hich 
it  purports  to  record,  and  a  blank  appears  in  a  material 
part,  t^e  omission  may  be  supplied  by  other  proof.  Thus, 
if  a  bishop^s  register  were  to  be  produced  In  evidence, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  presentation  by  a  patron, 
under  whom  the  plaintiff  claims,  and  on  the  production  of 
the  register  a  blank  should  appear  in  the  place  where  the 
patron's  name  is  usually  inserted,  the  preseotation  might 
be  proved  in  some  other  way  (1) ;  as,  by  a  witness,  who 
was  present,  and  heard  the  presentation.  So,  in  the  case 
pf  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  by  a  steward,  if  there  is 
any  mistake  in  the  entry,  that  is  only  matter  of  fact,- 

(1)  Bishop  of  Meath  v.  Lord  Belfield,  1  Wife.  215. 

^  ■!  11      ■     ■ fc         III!    !■     ■  I  mil    ..ai       II         ., 

(6)  A  hiank  left  in  ao  award  for  a  name  was  allowed  to  be  si»h> 
filed  by  parol  proofs     fjymi  v.  RMtrgi  %  DaU.  180, 
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and  the  coorts  of  law  will  in  that  case  admit  an  aver* 
ment,  that  there  was  ^  mistalie  either  as  to  the  lands  or 
uses  (3). 
UMg«loex-      In  the  construction  of  written  instroments,  words  are  to 
l^^jy^^  be  understood  according  to  their  common  and  general  ae- 
oeptation  at  the  time  when  the  instmment  was  made  (S), 
and  with  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  subject.     If  the 
language  in  ancient  charters  is  become  obscure  fram  its 
antiquity,  or  the  construction  is  doubtfol,  the  ooastant  and 
immemorial  usage  under  the  instrument  may  be  resorted 
1 420}  *to  for  the  purpose  of  explanation  (1),  though  it  can  never 

be  admitted  to  control  or  contradict  the  express  proyistons 
of  the  iifttrument.  Such  continued  usage  Is  a  strong  prac- 
tical exposition  cf  the  meanfngof  the  parties  {a).  Even  in 
the  case  of  an  act  of  parliament,  universal  usage  has  been 
referred  to  as  a  proper  expositor,  where  the  language  is 
doubtful  (2).  Loric  Coke,  in  commenting  on  the  statute 
of  Glocester,  says,  ijiat  when  any  clatmed  before  the  jus*^ 
tices  in  eyre  4iny  fraiichises  by  ancient  diarter,  if  the  words 
were  general,  and  a- continual  possession  was  pleaded  of 
%  the  franchises  claimed,  or  if  the  cl^iro  was  by  old  and.ob* 
score  words,  and  the  partyin  pleading  expounded  them 
to  the  court  and  averred  continual  possession  according  to 
that  ctposition,  the  entry  vras  ever  inqmratur  tuftfr  potsts^ 
siofum  et  uaum ;  and  this,  adds  Lord  Coke,  ^^  I  have  obr 
served  in  divers  records  of  those  eyres,  iigreeably  to  that 

(2)  Towers  V.  Moor,  2Vem.  98.      120.    R.  ▼.  Mayor  of  St.  Albania, 

(3)  Vaugh.  Hep.  169.  Com.  Dig.     ll  East  569.     R.  t.  Ma7or,'&c.  of 
tit.  Parols.  (A).  Stratford  vpan  Aroo,  14  East  34& 

(1)  R.  Vario,  Cowp.  248.    Gape  R.  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Chester,  1 

Y.  llandlay,  3  T.  R.  238.  d.    R.  v.  Manle  &  Sdw.  101. 
Bellringer,  4  T..  R.  810.    R.  y.  Os-        (2)  Sheppard  y.  Gosnold,  Vaugb. 

bourne,  4  East  333.     BaiHff,  &c.  of  169.,  and  see  R.  v.  Scott,  3  T.  R. 

Teirkesbory  v.  BfiekneH,  2  Taant.  604. 


(a)  When  the  language  of  a  deed  admits  ofbut  one  construction^ 
and  is  clear  and  pertinent » it  cannot  be  contrdkd  by  any  different 
^xpo^Hion  to  be  derived  from  the  pra^dice  under  it  CoHefyov  v* 
fVm  Bnmdty  2  Johns.  Rep.  367., 
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old  rale,  apHmus  interpr$§  rerum  wui  (3).'^  And  the  uili« 
femi  course  of  modern  authorities  Ailly  establiKhes  the 
role,  that  however  general  the  words  of  ancient  grants  may 
be,  they  are  to  be  construed  by-evidence  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  thing  has  been  always  possessed  and  used  (4)* 
Thus,  on  an  information  to  set  aside  an  election  to  a  per- 
petual curacy,  it 'appeared,  that  the  trapropfiate' rectory, 
out  of  which  the  curacy  arose,  had  been 'granted  in  trust 
for  the  use  of  Che  parishi<Miers  and  inhabitants  of  a  parish 
for  ever ;  on  the  part  of  tMe  relators  it  was  insisted,  that 
^  the  right  of  nominatTon  t^  die  vieamge  <]iught  to  be  con- 
fined to  inhabitants  paying*  scot' and  lot,  or  to  persons 
paying  to  church  and  poei?';  and  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants, that  it  extended' to  all  house-keepers  in  gene- 
ral :  Lord  Hftrdwicke,*  in  delivering  his  jadgment,  said, 
^^  that  som6  sort  of  limitation  was  allowed  by  both  sides 
*to  have  beenr  put  by  usage  on  the  h'beraHty  of  the  grant,  *  4S) 
and  that  in'4he  construction  of  ancient  grants  and  deeds 
there  is  no  better  way  of  construing  them,  than  by  usage; 
and  canUmpcranea  espotiH^-n  the  b^t  way  to  go  by  ;^'  and 
since  in  this  case  there  was  evidence  of  house-keepers  hav-  ' 
ing  constantly  voted.  Lord  Hardwieke  held,^  that  this  usage 
ought  to  prevail  (!)• 

Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  with  respect  tollhe  ad- 
missibility of  evidence  of  immemorial  usage,  for  the  purpose 
.of  explaining  and  construing  ancient  instruments,  whether 
the  instrument  be  a  charter  granted  by  the  crown,  or  merely 
a  private  deed.  Thus,inthe*caseofWithneIlv.Gartham  (3), 
where  the  question  was  on  the  construction  of  an  ancieiit 
deed,  granting  the  power  of  appointing  a  schoolmaster  to 
the  minister  and  churchwardens  of  a  parish,  whether  all  the 
f  churchwardens  must  concur,  jot  whether  the  act  of  the  ma- 

jority was  sufficient,  and  the  jury  found  the  usage  to  be  in 
favour  of  the  appointment  by  a  majority.  Lord  KenyoQ,  in 

r3)2Iost.S8^  ^  Parker  and oUisn, 3  Atk^^Tft.  The 

(4)  Weld  ▼.  Hornby,  7  Batt  1S9.  Attomey-General  t.  Fcwter,  10  Yes. 

1^*  V.  Osbouise,  4  East  3S7.  id.  336.                               ^ 

(1)   Tin    Attocney-Oeiieral    ▼.  <f)6T«R.388. 


^r 
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speakiBg  of  the  Qaoge  aii4  adverting  to  an  argument  whkh 
IumI  been  inwted  on,  (namely^  that  the  Court  ought  «to  re* 
'  ject  (he  evidence  of  uaage,  because  the  iastaacen  proved 
were  |iot  as  ancient  as  the  deed,  and  also  because  usage 
cannot  be  let  in  to  es^fdain  a  privaite  deed,)  said,  that  if  the 
first  reason  were  sufficient  to  reject  (he  usage,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  know  how  far  such  an  oi))ecti«i  ni^t  extend. 
In  many  cas^  a  party  undertakes  to  prove  a  custom  from 
the  time  of  Iqpl.  memory,  but  that  proof  is  generally 
established  by  evidence  of  fttcts  done  at  a  much  later  pe- 
riod. And  as  to  thoi  second  -objection,  Lord  Kenyon  said, 
there  was  no  diffeoenoe  in  that  respect  between  a  private 
deed  and  a  king's  charter ;  in  teth  cases,  evidence  of  usage 
might  be  given  to. expound  them*  So,  in  a  late  case  (d), 
where,  in  an  action  for  entering  the  plaintiflPs  close,  the 
defendant  pleaded,*  that  the  close  was  copyhold,  and^stilled 
*4Sn  ^under  a  grant  from  the  lord  ai|d  by  the  commapd  of  the 
copyholder,  in  support  of  this  plea  the  defendant  proved 
that  the  person  (Umler  whom  he  justified)  and  aU  those 
whose  estate  he  had,  for  a  long  course  of  years  had  con- 
stantly taken  the  forecrop  of  grass  and  pasturage  from  the 
close,  and  then  by  court  rolls*  of  the  man<M-  proved  admis- 
sions to  a  copyhold  tenement  ^^  of  three  %ctfi%  of  meadow,'^ 
(which  was  admitted  to  be  the  close  in  question,)  but  every 
other  benefit  of  (he  land,  except  the  forecrop,  had  been 
enjoyed  by  those  froqa  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed ;  Mr« 
Justice  Heath,  who  tried  the  cause,  was  of  opinion,  ^<  that, 
although  the  terms  of  the  surrender  and  admission  were 
sufficiently  comprehensive  to  pass  the  soil  and  fireehold,  yet; 
as  in  ancient  grants  the  legal  import  might  be  restrained 
by  long  and  concomitant  usage,  which  might  be  taken  as 
evidence  of  the  original  intent  of  the  parties  in  making  the 
grant,  so  here  the  grant  migh^  be  restrained  by  the  received 
usage,  and  only  pass  the  focecrop,  which  would  not  carry 
the  soil/'  And  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  agreed  in  this 
x^onstruction  of  the  written  evidence^  The  terms  of  the  ad^ 

'     (3)  Stamoen  t.  Dixod,  7  East  9(9. 
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missions,  tbey  thought,  were  not  incoi^patlble  with  (be 
plaintiff's  right,  and  might  receive  a  construction  conficHin- 
able  to  the  usage. 

Thus  it  appears,  that  the  words  of  an  histrument,  in 
themselfes  conveying  a  general  right  lo  an  estate,  may  in 
certain  cases  be  Hmilad  and  restrained  by  the  manner 
in  which  the  estate  Ips  for  a^Ienglh  of  time  been  actually 
enjoyed.  But  in  the '  construction  of  a  legal  instrument, 
where  the  question  is,  whether  a  party  is  bound  by  his 
covenant  to  do  a  certain  act,  {as,  for  example,  to  grant  a 
renewal  of  a  lease,)  courts  of  law  will  not  consider  the  acts 
of  the  parties^  or  their  interpretation  of  the  instrument* 
In  one  case,  indeed,,  where  it  was  doubtful  whether  a 
covenant  for  renewal. extended  to  a  perpetual  renewal, 
and  the  parties  had  renewed  four  times  successively,  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  the  legal  effect  was  a 
perpetual  renewal,  on  the  ground  that  the  parties  them- 
*selves  had,  by  their  own  acts,  put  a  construction  cm  the  *  435 
covenant,  and  that  the  Court  could  not  say  the  con- 
trary {ly  But  this  case  has  been  frecjuently  disapproved 
of  (2),  and  a  diferent  rule  is  now  establish^.  ^*  It  can- 
not  be  a  legal  mode  of  construction,  (said  the  Master  of 
the  RoHs,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,)  that  a  party  who  has 
done  an  act,  which  he  was  not  bound  to  do,  or  from  a 
mistake,  should  therefore  be  bound  for  evtr  without  the 
power  of  retracting  (3)." 


SscT.  IL 

Of  the  AdmssihUity  of  Parol  Evidence  to  vary  or  £schargc 

Wriiten  Instruments,  ^ 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  parol  evidence  cannot 
be  admitted  to  t:ontradict,  add  to,  or  vary,  the  terms  of  a 

(1)  Cooke  ▼.  Booth,  Cowv.  819.  V«.  jinu  3SS.    S  Bot.  &  P«IL  New 

fS)  Bttynhikm  t.  CKij^i  Hospital,  Rep.  453.  S.  C. 

3  Vei.  juo.  298*    Eaton  t«  Lyoni,  3  (3)  Moore  t«  FoIbt,  S  Vet.  jaii*'' 

Ve*.  juB.  694.    Igsnlden  t.  May,  9  S3S. 
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wiH,  deed,  or  other  written  iostrumeDt.  First,  with  reipecl 
to  wills ; 

WflH.  The  statutes  of  the  33d  and  34th  of  Henry  Y UL,  wkidi 

gave  the  power  of  devising  lands  bjr  a.  last  will  and  testa- 
ment in  writings  most  clearly  have  intended,  that  whatever 
'  is  effiwtaal  and  to  th^  piuipose,  on§ht  to  be  in  writing  and 
suffieient  widiout  the  aid  of  yords  ig(t  written ;  and  there- 
five  no  pared  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention  can  be  ad- 
mitted to  control  or  enlai^  {a)  the  terms  of  the  wUl  (4).  An 
iBdditional  reason  for  .this  roie  is  supplied  by  the  statute  of 
frauds,  which  enacts,  that  all  devises  of  lands,  &c.  must  be 
in  writing,  and  are  not  revocable  lexcept  by  some  other 
will  or  codicil,  or  by  some  act,  as  cancelling,  &c.  With 
regard  to  wiOs  of  personal  property,  it  is  evident  from  the 
23d  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  that  no  unwritten  de- 
clarations of  the  testator  can  be  admitted  to  vary  any  be- 
quest ;  for  that  section  enacts,  ^^  that  no  will  in  writing 

*  424  ^concerning  goods»  chattels,  or  personal  estate,  shall  be  re- 
pealed, and  that  no  clause  shall  be  altered  or  changed,  by  * 
any  words  or  will  by  word  of  mouth  only,  except  the  same 
be  in  the  life  time  of  the  testator  committed  to  writing,  and 
.after  the  writmg  read  to  the  testator,  and  allowed  by  him, 
and  proved  to  be  so  done,  by  at  least  three  witnesses  (1).'^ 
2.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict,  or 
vary,  or  add  to,  the  terms  of  a  deed  (3)*  "  It  would  be 
inconvenient,^^  says  Lord  Coke,  "  that  matters  in  writing 
made  by  advice  and  on  consideration,  and  which  finally 
import  the  certain  truth  of  the  agreement  of  the  parties, 
should  be  controlled  by  an  averment  of  parties  to  be  prov- 

(4)Br«tT.RigdeD5Plowd.Coiii.  (S)  Conatew  of  Rvtiaiid^  caie^ 
346.  Lord  CheynejH  caae,  5  Rep.  5  Kep,  26.  Buckler  ▼.  3GUerd,  ft 
68.     Bertie  t.  Lord  FdUand,   1    Ventr.  107.     Tinnej  t.  Tinne^r,  3 


Salk.  231.    2  Vem.  333.  S.  C.  Atk.  S.  HajnetT.  Hafa,  1 H.  Black. 

(1)  Brown  t.  Selwin,  Forroit.  240.    659. 
Lowfield  T.  StoiMhaiii,2  Stra.  1261. 
Cambridge  t.  RoqB)  8  Vea.  jun.  22. 


(a)  Vide  Jack$an  d.  Fan  Feehten  ^  fOuu  r.  SiU  4-  cihm,  li 
*^.  Rep.  201.    S^Hildmg  v.  HmUngUm,  1  Z%  8. 
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ed  by  the  uncertain  testimony  of  slippery  tpemory ;  and  it 
would  be  dangerous  to  purchasers  and  all  others  in  such 
cases,  if  such  nude  averments  against  matter  in  writing 
should  be  admitted  (a).^  In  an  action  of  debt  therefore, 
on  a  bond  conditioned  (o  pay  a  sum  of  money  on  a  certaid 
day,  the  defendant  cannot  show  that  the  bond  was  intended 
as  an  indemnity  against  another  bond  (3)« 

In  an  action  on  a  bon^  a  .party  will  not  be  permitted  to 
show  a  condition  different  from  that  expressed  in  the 
bond  (6) ;  and  a  conveyance  cannot  be  averred  by  parol  to 
be  to  another  use  or  intent  than  that  expressed  in  the  con- 
veyance. But  there  is  a  difference  in  this  respect  between 
an  use  and  a  consideration*  It  is  an  established  rule,  that  * 
a  party  may  aver  another  consideration,  which  is  consist- 
ent with  the  consideration  expressed ;  but  no  averment 
can  be  made  contrary  to,  or  inconsistent  with.(c),  that  ez- 
« pressed  in  the  doed  (4).  Thus,  if  a  deed  of  bargain  and 
t  sale  is  expressed  generally  to  be  made  '^  for  divers  good 
considerations,"  it  may  be  ^averred,  that  the  bargainee  gave         ^  431^ 


m 


(3)  MeaM  ▼•  Mmm,  Cowp.  47.       CromwelPs  caae,  ft  Rep.  76.    B«« 
4)  %  Roll.  Abr.  786.  (PO,  pi.  1.    dell's  case,  7  Rep.  38. 
dmaj'a  case,  1  Rep.  176.    Lord 


(a)  Vide  O'Hara  v.  HaU,  4  DaU.  341.  Fotne  v.  M'lniUr,  1 
Mtm.  Rep.  69.  6'ittiifier  v.  Htnderum^  1  Root  263.  Taib  4* 
<i(6urt  ▼.  Arditr  and  athen^  3  Hen,  4»  Mun.  399.  JVorihrop  v. 
Speary^  I  Day  23.  ACdnMon  ▼.  Ex^rs  of  Scott,  1  Bay  307.  pdt/. 
427.  D.  (a)  10  Mass.  Rep.  244.  Snomden  v.  Hemming^  1  DaU.  83. 
Field  ▼.  Biddle,  2  Doll.  171.  M'Minn  v.  Omen,  2  Doll.  173. 
Zant^inger  v.  Ketch,  4  Doll.  142.  Stubbs  v.  Burmelli  %  Hen.  4r 
Mvn.  536.     Tffameend  r.  Weld,  8  Man.  Rep.  146. 

(b)  So,  an  averment  that  the  sum  stated  in  the  coodition  of  a 
bond,  was  erroneously  inserted  for  another  sum,  is  inadmissible. 
UniUd  StaUs  y.  Thompson  et  al.  Rep.  C.  C.  U.  S.  First  Circt.  388r 

(e)  So,  if  a  bargain  and  sale  express  a  consideration  of  money, 
DO  averment  lies  against  the  reci.tal.  Witt  v.  franklin,  1  Binsay 
A02. 

3  ^ 


/• 
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money  or  other  valuable  consideration  (I).  That  such  an 
averment  may  be  taken,  says  Lord  Coke,  which  stands 
with  the  deed,  although  it  be  not  expressly  comprised  in 
the  deed,  is  proved  by  the  case  of  Villers  and  Beamont  (3), 
where  the  consideration  in  a  deed  of  bargain  and  »ale  of 
lands  was  stated  to  be  a  sum  of  money,  but  it  was  averred 
and  found  by  the  jury,  that  the  indenture  was  made  <<  as 
well  in  consideration  of  tnarriage  (to  make  it  a  jointure  and 
bar-dower)  as  ojf  the  said  sum  of  money  ;''  and  it  was  ad- 
jndged,  tl^t,  although  there  was  a  particular  consideration 
mentioned  in  the  deed,  yet  an  averment  might  be  made  of 
another  consideration,  which  stood  with  the  indenture, 
aiid  which  was  not  contrary  to  it*,  A  fortiori,  adds  Lorf 
Coke,  the  averment  *may  be  msule,  where  no  certain  con- 

(1)  3  Ron.  Ab.  786.  (N).     1  R«p.    cafe,  4  Rep.  3.  8.  P.     And  lee 

176.  cited  (4),  ante,  p.  4^4.  Craythorne  v.  Swinburne,  14  Yes. 

2  Dyer   146,   a.    Vernon's    170. 


*  In  the  caae  Mi  ViUers  and  Beamont,  above  cited,  (2  Dyer,  146.  a.)  an 
elaborate  argument  is  to  be  found  in  support  of  the  position,  tiiat  ^*  where 
a  consideration  is  expressed  in  a  deed  of  gift  or  grant,  no  other  cause  can  be 
averred ;  but  if  no  cause  is  expressed,  that  a  cause  may  then  be  averred  out 
of  the  deed.'*  The  report  adds,  *'  that  three  Judges  argued  to  the  contra- 
ry, and  that  the  effect  of  that  which  is  fbuud  by  the  assignment  of,  *  as  well 
in  cooBlderation  of  the  said  marriage,  &c.  as  of  the  sum,'  &c.  if  eoniained 
iBithin  the  inieniurt^  and  to  their  finding  is  not  contcary  to  it."  In  .the  case 
of  Peacock  v.  Monk,  (1  Vee.  128.)  Lord  Hardwicke  makes  the  same  dis- 
tinction. A  bill  in  that  case  was  filed,  claiming  the  benefit  of  a  trust  under 
a  deed,  and  the  point  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  could  prove  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, as  no  consideration  was  expressed  in  the  deed.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke held  that  the  proof  ought  to  be  read.  ^'  It  differed,"  he  said,  *'  from 
the  common  case,  upon  which  the  objection  is  founded  ;  for,  fo  be  sure, 
'where  any  consnderation  is  mentioned,  as  of  love  and  affection  only,  if  it  is 
not  said  also,  '  for  other  connderaljons,'  you  cannot  enter  into  proof  of  any 
other ;  the  reason  is,  because  it  would  be  eontrarff  to  the  deed ;  for  wfacto 
the  deed  says,  it  is  in  consideration  of  such  a  particular  thing,  that  imports 
the  whole  consideration,  and  is  negative  to  any  other.  But  this  is  a  middle 
case,  there  being  no  consideration  at  all  in  the  deed."  All  the  authoiitie9 
agree,  that,  where  the  deed  is  not  impeached  for  fraud  or  other  illegal  mat- 
ter, no  consideration  can  be  averred  or  proved  contrary  to  that  expressed 
in  the  deed ;  and,  further,  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  text  appear  to  have 
established,  that  it  is  not  considered  to  be  contraiy  to  or  inconsistent  with  a 
deed,  to  prove  another  consideration  in  addition  to  the  consideration  ex-. 
pressed. 
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sideration  is  mentioned,  but  the  deed  is  general  ^^  for  di- 
^  vers  good  considerations  ;"  for  then  the  averment  (that  the 
bargainee  gave  money,  &c.)  is  but  an  explanation  and 
particularizing  of  the  general  words  of  the  deed,  which 
include  every  manner  of  consideration  ;  and  in  all  these 
cases,  the  matter  so  averred  is  traversable  and  issuable  (a). 
So,  where  no  consideration  is  expressed  in  the  deed,  a 
party,  claiming  the  benefit  of  a  trust  under  the  deed,  may 
prove  a  valuable  consideration  (1).  And  in  a  late  case, 
where  the  question  was,  whether  a  settlement  had  been 
gained  by  the  purchase  of  an  estate  within  the  statute  9 
G.  1.  c.  7.  s.  5.,  parol  evidence  was  adjudged  to  be  ad- 
missible to  show,  that  the  parties,  after  having  agreed  up<9n 
twenty-eight  pounds  as  the  purchase  money,  (which  was 
the  consideration  expressed  in  the  deed  of  conveyance,) 
made  a  subsequent  unwritten  agreement  before  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed,  that  the  consideration  should  be  thirty 
pounds,  and  that  the  latter  sum  was  actually  paid  (2). 
Here  the  object  of  the  proposed  evidence  was  not  to  con- 
tradict the  indenture,  but  to  ascertain  an  independent  col- 
lateral fact,  namely,  whether  thirty  pounds  had  been  bona 
fide  paid  as  a  consideration  for  the  purchase  of  the  estate, 
upon  which  fact  the  settlement  would  depend. 
r  The  authorities  which  have  been  mentioned,  appear  to 
establish  the  rule,  that,  although  a  consideration  is  ex- 
pressed, some  other  additional  consideration  may  be  showni 
not  inconsistent  with  the  former.  In  one  case,  indeed, 
namely,  where  a  deed  has  been  impeached  for  fraud,  the  > 
party  charged  will  not  be  allowed  to  prove  any  other  con- 

(1)  Peacock  v.  Monk,    1  Veg.    474.,  cited  per  Cur.  in  Rich  v.  Jack- 
T28.  0OD,  6  Yea.  jtm.  337.  n.  '* 

(8)  R.  V.  Scammondeo,  3  T.  R. 

(a)  In  Maigley  v.  Hauer^  7  Johnt.  Rep,  341,  th6  Court  say, 

^^  it  is  a  settled  rule,  that  where  the  consideration  is  expressly 

stated  in  a  deed,  and  it  is  not  said  also,  and  for  other  considerct- 

'  tions,  you  cannot  enter  into  proof  of  any  other,  for  that  would  be 

contrary  to  the  deed." 
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•  ^^^ 

yideration,  in  support  of  the  institkment«  Thus,  where  a 
bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  a'conveyance,  ex- 
pressed to  be  made  in  consideration  of  an  annuity,  and  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  objected,  that  the  grantor 
*  43*^  *of  the  estate  had  often  declared,  ^'  he  would  rather  that 

his  kinsman,  one  of  the  defendants,  should  have  the  estate 
in  consideration  of  this  annuity  than  any  other  person  for  a 
fnore  valuable  consideration,  and  that  he  was  willing  to 
give  the  premises  to  his  kinsman  ;^'  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
after  stating  that  the  deed  and  the  aiiswer  bad  put  the  de- 
fence on  anoth^  ground,  declared,  that  it  would  be  of 
mischievous  consequence  and  liable  to  the  danger  of  per- 
jiry,  which  the  statute  of  frauds  intended  to  prevent,  to 
suffer  parol  evidence  to  prove  blood  and  kindred  to  have 
been  the  consideration  of  this  conveyance  (1). 

The  general  rule  then  is,  .that  a  party  to  a  deed  will  be 
precluded  from  showing  a  condition  or  consideration  con- 
trary to  what  is  expressed  in  the  deed  (a).     An  exception, 

(1)  ClarkBon  t.  Hanway,  2  P.  Wms.SOX    2  Schoal.  &  Lef.  501. 

« 

(a)  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  lease,  executed 
in  the  name  of,  and  reserring  a  rent  to,  one  person,  was  iotended 
for  the  benefit  of  aDother.  Jackson  d.  Bonnd  ^  Goodyear  v.  Foster t 
12  Johsu.  Rep*  488.  Where  a  deed  expresses  the  quantity  of 
acres  in  a  tract  of  land,  and  the  consideration  is  paid  according  to 
the  quantity  expressed,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that 
on  actual  measurement  there  was  a  deficiency  in  the  land,  and  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  cannot  be  maintained  to  recover 
back  part  of  the  consideration  in  proportion  to  the  alleged  defi- 
ciency, but  the  party  nauat  resort  to  a  court  of  equity.  Howes  ▼« 
Barker,  3  Johns,  Rep,  606.  Parol  eVidence  is  inadmissible  te 
••snow  that  an  exception  was  intended  to  be  made  of  part  of  .tb^ 
land  granted.  Snyder  s  Lessee  v.  Snyder ,  6  Binney  483.  Where 
^  deed  is  executed  to  two  or  more  persons  without  stating  the  pro- 
portions in  which  th^  are  to  hold,  they  take  in  equal  pro- 
|)ortious,  and  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  the  consi- 
deration respectively  paid,  in  order  thereby  to  determine  their 
proportions.  Treadwell  ^  another  v.  BvXkely  ^  another^  4  Day 
395.     Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  in  a  release  of 
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however,  is  always  to  be  made,  where  the  consideration  haa 
been  illegal,  as  for  simony,  usur}^,  compounding  of  fe- 
lony, &c.  (3) ;  thus,  in  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  bond,  the 
defendant  may  plead,  that  the  bond  was  given  for  an  usuri- 
ous consideration,  though  a  different  and  a  legal  considera^ 
tion  may  be  recited.  And  when  fraud  is  imputed,  the  par- 
ty which  complains  of  the  fraud,  may  prove  any  considera- 
tion, however  contrary  to  the  averment  in  the  deed,  to  show 
the  fraudulent  nature  of  the  transaction  (3).  Thus,  where 
the  considerations  mentioned  in  the  deed  were  ten  thousand 
pounds,  and  natural  love  and  affection,  the  lonls  commis- 
sioners of  the  greatxseal  directed  an  issue,  to  try  whether 
natural  love  and  affection  formed  any  part  of  the  considera- 
tion, the  estates  which  were  conveyed  by  the  deed  being 
worth  thirty  thousand  pounds.  On  an  appeal  this  was  con- 
firmed ;  and  the  jury,  on  the  trial  of  this  issue,  6nding  that 
naUiral  love  and  affection  constituted  no  part  of  the  con- 
sideration, the  deed  was  afterwards  set  aside  by  the  court 
of  chancery  (4).  So,  when  the  question  is,  whether  a 
^person  has  gained  a  settlement  in  a  parish  by  purchasing  *  42S 

an  estate,  within  the  statute  9  O.  1.  c.  7.  s.  5.,  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show,  that  less  than  thirty  pounds  was  the 

(2)  Buckler  y.  MiUerd.  2  Ventr.        (4)  Filmer  v;  Gott,  4  Bro.  Pari. 
107.  CoUiDS  \.  Blantern,  2  Wib.  347.    C.  234^  2d  edit. 

(3)  Bull.  N.  P.  173. 


all  demands,  a  particular  debt  was  not  intended  to  be  released. 
Pierton  v.  Hooker^  3  Johm,  Rep,  66.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmis- 
sible to  show  tlMt  it  was  intended  to  submit  matters  to  arbitration 
not  specified  in  the  bond  of  submission.  Seuions  v.  Batfidd^  2 
Bay  94.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  vary  the  boundaries 
stated  in  a  deed.  Jackson  d.  Putnam  ^  others  ▼.  Bowen^  1  Caines* 
Rep.  358.  In  many  of  the  states,  however,  it  appeals  that  in 
questions  of  boundary,  the  rule  of  law  prohibiting  the  admission  of 
parol  evidence  is  either  greatly  relaxed,  or  entirely  disreg^ed. 
Mageehan  v.  Lessee  of  Adams^  2  Binney  109.  Baker  v.  Seek- 
righty  1  Hen.  4*  Mvn.  177.  Loften  v.  HeaOi^  2  Hayw.  347. 
fVhiU  Y.  Eagan,  1  Bay  247.  Middleton  ads.  Perry,  2  Bay  539 
Et  vide  Storer  v.  Freeman^  6  Mass.  Rep.  43d, 
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consideration^  (bough  the  deed  of  conveyance  mafy  express 
a  greater  consideration  (a) ;  for  diat  act  of  parliament  says, 
that  no  person  shall. gain  a  settlement,  &c.  by  virtue  of  any 
purchase,  upless  the  consideration  for  such  purchase  ^hall 
amount  to  the  sum  of  thirty  pounds  bona  fide  paid(l). 
And  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  a  will  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  what  passed  at  the 
time  of  the  testator^s  signing,  and  what  the  testator  said ; 
as  in  the  case  of  Small  v.  Allen  (2),  where  it  was  proved, 
that  the  testator  at  the  time  of  the  execution  asked,  whether 
the  contents  of  the  will  were  the  same  as  those  of  a  former 
will,  to  which  he  was  answered  in  the  affirmative,  when  in 
fact  the  contents  were  different  (6).  So,  where  indentures* 
or  other  writings  afe  not  available  in  evidence,  unless  the 
consideration  paid  oi:  contracted  for  is  truly  stated,  it  may 
be  proved  that  a  greater  sum  than  is  mentioned  was  actu- 
ally paid,  or  that  the  writing  does  not  contain  the  whole  of 
the  agreement,  but  that  some  of  the  terms  of  the  agreement 

(I)  R.  V.  Mattingley,  2  T.  R.  1«.        (£)  8  T.  R.  147. 
R.  V.  Olney,  1  Maule  k  Selw.  387. 


(a)  So,  the  appellants  from  an  order  of  relnoval  may  prove  by 
parol,  that  no  part  of  the  consideration  expressed  in  the  deed  to 
the  pauper  had  been  paid  by  him.  The  court  say,  *'  it  is  a  gene- 
ral nde  that  parties  .and  prrrics  are  estopped  from  contradicting  a 
written  agreement  by  parol  proof,  but  the  rule  does  not  extend  to 
strangers,  who  have  an  interest  in  investigating  and  knowing  the 
real  truth  ofthe  case."  Overnen  of  New  Berlin  v.  Over$eers  of 
Norwich,  10  John$.  Rep.  229. 

(6)  The  declarations  of  a  testator  before  and  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing a  will,  and  afterwards,  if  so  near  as  to  be  a  part  of  the  re$  ge$ta, 
are  admissible  to  show  fraud  in  obtaining  it :  but  not  declarations  at 
any  distance  of  time  after  the  will  has  been  executed,  especially 
where  the  will  has  always  been  in  the  testator's  possession.  SmM 
y,  Fenner,  Rep.  C.  C.  U,  S,  First  CircL  170.  Previous  declara- 
tions were  admitted  to  show  that  the  grantor  instead  of  executing  a 
deed  supposed  that  be  was  executing  a  will.  Jone$  v.  Rebertson^ 
2  Mun.  187. 
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were  omitted  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  provisidns  of 
the  stamp  acts.  In  these  and  similar  cases  the  general  rea* 
son  against  admitting  parol  evidence  will  not  apply ;  the 
danger  is,  not,  that  die  admission  of  such  evidence  would 
introduce  uncertainty  or  fraud,  but,  that  fraud  would  be 
assisted  by  its  exclusion,  the  whole  object  of  the  evidence 
being  to  expose  and  defeat  a  secret  fraud  (c). 

As  a  deed  takes  effect  from  the  time  of  delivery,  not  from 
the  time  of  the  date,  it  may  be  proved  to  have  been  de-  ^ 
livered  either  before  or  after  the  day  when  it  pvtports  to 
have  been  made  (d).  In  an  action  of  debt,  therefore,  upon 
a  bond,  the  plaintiff  may  declare  on  a  bond  bearing  date  on 
a  certain  day,  and  prove  the  delivery  on  another  day  (3), 
*or  may  state  in  his  pleading,  that  the  deed  was  indented,  *  429 

made,  and  concluded,  on  a  different  day  from  that  on 
which  the  deed  itself  professes  to  have  been  indented  and 
concluded  (!)• 

Extrinsic  evidence  may  sometimes  be  admitted  to  esta- 
blish a  customary  right,  appendant  or  consequent  to  other 
rights  established  by  a  deed,  though  such  customary  right 
is  Jiot  expressed  in  the  deed,  provided  that  it  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  any  of  the  stipulations*  Thus,  it  may  be  shown, 
that  a  heriot  is  due  by  custoqi  on  the  death  of  a  tenant  for 
life,  though,  not  expressed  in  the  lease  (2).  So,  a  lessee  by 
deed  may  be  entitled  to  an  away-going  crop  by  the  custom 
of  the  country,  though  no  such  right  is  reserved  by  the  deed« 
Thii^  was  determined  in  the  case  of  Wigglesworth  v.  Dalli- 
son  (3),  which  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  cutting  down 
com,  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  hts  away-going  crop, 
after  the  expiration  of  a  lease  by  deed.     The  jury  found 

rS)  GoddardU  case,  3  Rep.  4.  b.  (2)  Per  ti^ur.  in  White  v.  Sayer, 

(l)  Stoae  V.  Bale,  3  I^v.  348.     Palm.  211. 
Ha^l  V.  Casenoye,  4  East  477.  (3)  1  Dou^.  201. 


(c)  Vide  Bliss  v.  Thompson^  4  Miiss.  Rep,  488. 

(d)  Vide  Fox's  Lessee  v.  Pedmer,  2  Doll.  214.  Jackson  d. 
Griswoid  T.  Bardy  4  Jokiu.  Rep.  230.  Jaekson  d.  Hardenberg 
4r  others  v.  Schoonmakery  2  Johns.  Rep.  230. 
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the  existence  of  the  custom ;  and  it  was  afterwards  moved, 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  such  a  custom  was  repugnant  to 
the  deed ;  and  to  that  effect  a  case  was  cited,  which  had 
been  determined  ten  years  before  by  Mr.  Justice  Yates. 
But  the  court  of  King's  Bench  held,  after  a  full  argument, 
and  taking  time  to  consider,  that  the  custom  was  not  re^ 
pugnant.  They  considered  such  a  customary  right  as 
consequential  to  the  taking,  in  the  same  manner  as  a  heriot 
may  be  due  by  custom,  though  not  mentioned  in  tlie 
grant  or*lease.  And  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  King's 
Bench  on  this  point  was  afterwards  affirmed,  on  a  writ  of 
error,  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court  of  Exche-* 
quer-chamber  (a). 

But  no  proof  will  be  admitted  of  such  a  custom  as  would 
vary  or  add  to  the  stipulations  expressed  or  necessarily 
implied  in  the  lease.    In  the  case  of  White  v.  Sayer  (4),  a 
*  430  ^custom  for  a  lord  of  a  manor  to  have  common  of  pasture 

in  all  the  lands  of  his  tenants  for  life  or  years  was  held 
void  and  against  law,  "  for  that  it  is  part  of  the  thing  de- 
mised,'' and  consequently  the  custom  would  be  contrary  to 
the  lease.  And  in  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Strickland  v. 
Spence  {}  ),  it  having  been  observed,  among  other  things, 
in  argument,  that  '^  the  custom  of  the  country  might  be  let 
in  as  evidence  of  the  holding  where  no  express  contract 
appeared,  (though  it  could  not  govern  the  case  then  before 
the  court),"  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.  observed,  that  "  the 
agreement  to  quit  according  to  the  time  of  entry  is  no  more 
than  the  law  would  have  implied,  if  it  had  not  been  so  ex- 
pressed ;"  and  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc  added,  that  *^  the  cus* 
torn  of  the  country  would  not  make  the  tenant  quit  at  a 


i 


4)  Palm.  211.  (S)  2  Black.  Rep.  1225. 

1)  6  East  122. 


(a)  So,  in  Pennsylvania  a  leasee  for  years  may  give  evidence  of 
the  general  custom  of  the  state,  by  which  tenants  are  entitled  to 
the  away-going  crop,  although  no  such  right  were  given  by  th« 
lease.     Stultz  v.  Dickey^  5  Bimey  285, 
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different  time  from  that  at  which  he  entered  ;^'  from  which 
it  may  be  properly  inferred,  that  when  a  lease  has  ex- 
pressly fixed  the  time  of  entry,  it  implies  so  strongly  and 
necessarily  the  time  of  quitting,  that  a  custom  cannot  be 
set  up  to  establish  a  different  time  of  quitting,  without  con- 
tradicting the  lease. 

Yet,  in  the  case  of  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Dagget  v. 
Snowden  (2),  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  are  reported  to 
have  said,  that,  in  a  lease  for  years,  if  there  is  a  taking 
from  Old  Lady-day,  the  custom  of  most  countries  would 
allow  the  lessee  to  enter  on  the  arable  land  at  Candlemas^ 
to  prepare  it  for  Lent  corn ;  and  on  the  meadows  not 
before  May-day,  when,  in  the  northern  counties,  they  are 
usually  heyned  in  for  hay*  The  point  was  not  imme* 
diately  before  the  court ;  but,  considering  this  dictum  as 
a  decision,  it  may  perhaps  be  understood  to  imply,  that 
a  general  time  of  entry  in  a  lease  refers  to  what  the 
court  called  in  that  case,  and  what  has  since  been 
called  (3),  the  substantial  time  of  entry,  that  is  to  the 
time  of  entry  on  the  principal  subject  of  the  demise ;  that 
*this  does  not  necessarily  involve  the  time  of  entry  on  the  *  431 
subordinate  or  accessary  •ubjects  of  demise ;  that  with  re- 
spect te  the  latter,  therefore,  a*  lease,  which  mentioned 
only  a  general  time  of  entry,  might  be  considered  as  silent; 
and,  consequently,  that  evidence  of  custom  might  be  ad- 
mitted concerning  these  subordinate  parts,  without  con- 
tradicting the  terms  of  the  lease*  Even  thus  explained, 
however,  the  (pinion  of  the  court  on  this  point  seems  ta 
carry  the  principle  of  letting  in  proof  of  custom,  to  explain 
or  vary  written  agreements,  much  farther  than  it  has  been 
admitted  in  any  of  the  later  decisions* 

Agreeably  to  the  rules  already  mentioned,'  if,  in  a  deed, 
a  word  of  description  is  used,  to  which  the  law  aflSxes  a 
certain  sense,  it  should  seem^  that  evidence  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted to  show,  that,  by  the  custom  of  the  county,  the 

(2)  S  Black.  Rep.  1225.  '  Doe  dem.  Heftpy  ▼.  H^waid,  11  Eaat 

m  See  Doe  t.  Spence,  6  East    498. 
•m.    Doe  V.  Watldnf,  7  East  551. 

3  Y 
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word  bears  a  sense  different  from  its  ordinary  legal  accept- 
ation, unless  where  the  deed  expressly  refers  to  such  cus- 
tomary or  peculiar  sense.  It  was,  indeed,  ruled  by  Lord 
Kenyon,  C.  J.  in  a  case  at  nisiprius(I),  that,  where  the 
holding  of  certain  lands  in  the  city  of  Canterbury  was 
from  Michaelmas  to  Michaelmas,  evidence  was  admissible 
to  show  that,  by  the  custom  of  the  county  of  Kent,  all  de- 
mises tb  hold  "  from  Michaelmas"  commenced  at  Old 
Michaelmas.  But  the  authority  of  this  case  seems  over* 
turnM  by  that  of  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Spicer  v.  Lea  (3). 
One  of  the  questions  there  was,  whether  a  lease  from  Mi- 
chaelmas generally,  which  prima  facie  must  be  taken  to 
mean  New  Michaelmas,  was  capable  of  beitig  shown  by 
extrinsic  evidence,  (such  as  the  fact  of  a  previous  holding  by 
the  same  tenant,  and  the  understanding  of  the  parties,)  to 
mean  Old  Michaelmas.  And  to  support  the  affirmative,  the 
decision,  already  mentioned,  of  Lord  Kenyon  at  nisi  prius, 
was  cited  and  relied  on.  But  the  court  of  King's  Bench 
were  of  opinion,  that  no  extrinsic  evidence  could  be  given 
to  explain  the  time  of  holding  stated  in  the  deed,  which 
*4d3  *must  be  taken  to  be  from  New  Michaelmas,  since  the 

act  of  parliament  for  altering  tie  style ;  unless,  as  Lord 
•  Ellcnborough,  C.  J.  observed,  there  had  been  some  re- 
ference in  the  deed  itself  to  the  prior  holding.  The  same 
principle  which  governs  the  last  case  seems  equally  appli- 
cable to  agreements  to  sell  a  certaih  number  of  acres  of 
land  generally,  in  which  case  the  acres  are  to  be  com- 
puted, not  according  to  the  custom  of  the  place,  but  by 
the  statute  measure  (1) ;  though,  it  must  be  confessed  that, 
in  some  cases,  where  the  number  of  acres  may  be  thought 
to  have  been  put  rather  by  way  of  description  than  mea- 
surement, or  where  some  other  grounds  (not,  indeed, 
very  definable)  appeared  for  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule,  they  have  been  computed  according  to  the  general 

(1)  Forley  dem.  the  Mayor  of  (1)  Wing  v.  Earle,  Cro.  El.  StSI, 
Canterbury  t.  Wood,  cited  in  11  Mor;^  y.  TedcastJe,  Poph.  55. 
East  313.  Waddy  v.  Newton,  8  Mod.  276., 

(2)  11  East  212.  and  see  3  T.  R.  274. 
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understanding  of  the  country  (2).  And,  from  analogy  to 
the  rule  above  mentioned,  on  a  sale  of  so  many  bushels  of 
corn  generally,  (supposing,  that  a  custom  to  sell  by  any 
other  than  the  Winchester  measure  were  not  illegal  and 
void  (3),)  it  might,  perhaps,  be  laid  down,  notwithstanding 
a  dictum  in  an  old  case  to  the  contrary  (4),  that  the  bushel 
must  be  intended  to  mean  not  the  customary  but  the  sta- 
tute bushel  (5).  It  appears,  indeed,  to  be  a  general  priu- 
ciple,  that  when  a  word  is  used  which  has  a  legal  meaning, 
it  must  be  understood  in  its  legal  acceptation  (6). 

3*  Policies  of  insurance,  though  not  specialty  contracts,  Mercantile 
are  within  the  same  rule,  and  cannot  be  contradicted  or  c*"**'^^*** 
varied  by  any  unwritten  agreement  made  by  the  parties 
previous  to  the  time  of  signing  the  policy.  Thus,  in  an 
early  case,  where,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
from  Archangel  to  Leghorn,  the  defendant  attempted  to 
show,  that  the  agreement  before  the  subscription  of  the 
♦policy  was,  that  the  adventure  should  begin  only  from  *  433 

the  Downs,  the  Court  would  not  admit  the  evidence  (!)• 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Pemberton  in  that  case  said,  that 
policies  were  sacred  things,  and  that  a  merchant  should  no 
more  be  allowed  to  go  from  what  he  had  subscribed  in 
them,  than  he,  who  subscribes  a  bill  of  exchange  payable 
at  such  a  day,  shall  be  allowed  to  go  from  it,  and  say, 
it  was  agreed  to  be  on  condition,  &c.,  when  it  may  be, 
that  the  bill  had  been  negotiated ;  for  though  neither  of 
them  are  specialties,  they  are  of  great  credit,  and  much 
for  the  support  and  advantage  of  trade  (a). 

(3)  Morgan  r.  Tedcastle,  Poph.        (5)  Hockin  t.  Cooke,  4  T.  R. 
£5.  2  Roll.  Rep.  67.     Sir  J.  Bniin^a    314. 

case,  cited  6  Rep.  67.     Some  y.  (6)  6  T.  R.  344. 
Ta/lor,  Cro.  El.  665.  (t)  Kaioei  y.  Knightly,  Skin.  54. 
^  See  R.  y.  Major,  4  T.  R.  750.  S.  C,  referred  to  in  Bates  y.  Grab- 
Master,  &c.  of  St.  Cross  y.  Lord  ham,  2  Salk.  444.,  but  mis-stated. 
Howard  de  Walden,  6T.R.  338.  Weston    y.   Ernes,  1   Taunt.    It5- 

(4)  Per  Croke,  J.  in  Floyd  y.  Bet-  Uhde  y.  Walters,  3  Campb.  16.           ^ 
hiU,  1  RoU.  Rep.  420. 


(a)  Where  the  terms  of  a  policy  are  clear  and  unequivocal,  pa- 
rol evidence  will  not  be  admitted  to  show  a  mistake,  or  to  vary  or 
explain  them,  except  in  those  peculiar  cases  in  which  the  usage 
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The  same  rule  of  course  applies  to  charter-parties ;  for 
they  are  under  seal.  Therefore,  in  a  nisi  prius  case, 
where  a  ship  tras  chartered  to  wait  for  convoy  at  Ports* 
mouth,  Lord  Kenyon  would  not  suffer  a  parol  agreement 
to  be  set  up  on  the  other  side  to  substitute  Corunna  for 
Portsmouth  (2).  And  this  doctrine  was  sustained  by  the 
court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  case  of  White  v.  Parkin  (3), 
though  they  held  that  it  did  not  apply  to  that  particular 
case. 

Upon  the  same  principle,  in  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note  or  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed 
to  give  evidence  of  an  agreement  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  making  the  note,  that  it  should  be 
renewed,  and  that  payment  should  not  be  demanded  on  its 
becoming  due  (4)  (6)1  So,  in  the  case  of  contracts  of  hiring 
between  masters  of  ships  and  seamen,  (though  they  are 
directed  by  statute  to  be  in  writing,  under  a  penalty  to  be 

(2)  Leslie  t.  De  la  Torre,  cite^  (4)  Hoare  t.  Graham,  3  Campb- 
12  East  583.  57.     Hogg  v.  Snaith,  1  TauDt.  347- 

(3)  n  East  578. 

of  trade  is  allowed  to  be  proved.  New-York  Ins,  Comp.  v. 
Thonuti^  3  Johns.  Cus.  1 .  Mumford  v.  Hallett,  1  Johns,  Rep.  433. 
Cheriot  v.  Barker^  2  Johns.  Rep,  'MS,  Hogan  v.  Del,  Ins.  Co, 
C.  C.  U.  S.  p.  1  Condy's  Marsh.  345.  a,  Vanderooort  v.  Smttik, 
2  Caines"*  Rep,  155.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  of  Alexandria  v.  HodgsoHy 
^  Cranch  206. 

(hi)  So,  where  no  time  or  place  of  payment  is  specified  in  a  pro* 
missory  note,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show,  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  be  payable  immediately,  or  that  it  was  to  be  paid  at  a 
place  different  from  that  in  which  it  was  made.  Thompson  v.  Ketch- 
aviif  8  Johsu.  Rep.  189.  But  as  between  the  immediate  parties  to  a 
negotiable  instrument,  or  to  the  transfer  of  such  instrument,  it  is 
competent  for  the  defendant,  notwithstanding  the  words  for  value 
received^  to  prove  that  no  consideration  had  in  fact  passed  from  the 
plaintiff.  Pearsonv.  Pearson^  7  Joftiu.  Rep.  26.  Htrritk  v.  Carmauy 
10  Johns.  Rep.  224.  So,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  connect 
some  trust  or  condition  to  a  bill  or  note,  not  appearing  on  the  &cf 
^f  the  instrument.    Barker  t.  Prentiss^  6  Mags.  Rep.  480.* 
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inflicted  on  the  master,  and  it  has  not  been  decided  that 

they  are  void,  if  unwritten,)  still,  when  once  reduced  into 

writing,  they  cannot  be  varied  or  added  to  by  parol. 

Thus,  it  was  ruled  in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  a 

*mate  in  a  slave-ship  could  not,  on  the  ground  of  a  verbal  *  434 

promise,  claim  the  perquisite  of  the  price  of  a  negro  slave 

beyond  the  wages  due  to  him  by  certain  written  articles 

of  agreement  executed  between  the  master,  officers,  and 

crew  (1). 

However,  it  has  been  long  determined  by  a  variety  of 
cases,  that  mercantile  contracts,  such  as  policies  of  insur- 
ance,  charter-parties,  and  others  of  a  like-nature,  are  t6 
be  construed  conformably  with  the  usage  and  custom  of  ' 
merchants  (a)*  On  mercantile  contracts  relating  to  insurance, 
said  I^ord  Hardwicke,  in  a  case  before  him,  courts  of  law 
examine  and  hear  witnesses,  of  what  is  the  usage  and  un- 
derstanding of  merchants  conversant  therein  ;  for  they 
have  a  style  peculiar  to  themselves,  which  is  short,  yet  is 
understood  by  them,  and  must  be  the  rule  of  construc- 
tion (2).  Thus,  where  an  insurance  was  on  a  ship  from 
London  to  the  East  Indies,  warranted  to  depart  with 
convoy,  the  Court  held,  that  this  clause  of  warranty  must 
be  constrtied  according  to  the  usage  among  merchants^ 
that  is,  from  such  place  where  convoys  are  to  be  had,  as 
from  the  Downs  (3)  ;  so,  where  the  insurance  is  on  goods 
till  landed,  and  the  defence  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
guilty  of  unreasonable  delay  in  landing,  the  question  can 
only  be  decided  by  knowing  the  usual  practice  of  the 
trade,  with  which  every  underwriter  is  supposed  to  be  ac- 
quainted, whether  the  practice  has  been  recently  or  long 
established  (4)  (b). 

(1)  White  V.  WOsoD,  2  Bot.  and        (3)  LethuUer't  case,  2  Salk.  443. 
.Pidl.  116.  (4)  Noble  V.  Kennoway,  1  Doug. 

(2)  1  Ves.  459.    2  Ves.  331.  And    510.    I^allance  v.  I>ewar,  1  Caiii|w 
9ee  tJhde  v.  Walters,  3  Campb.  IS.      503. 


s(a)  Vide  Parr  t.  Anderson^  6  Eoit's  Rep.  202.     UrquhaHY. 
Bamardy  1  Tavnt.  460.  457. 

(b)  Parol  eYidence  wa»  admitted  to  show  that  by  the  general 
usage  among  merchants  and  underwriters  in  New- York,  tbe  word 
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It  has  indeed  been  doubted  by  judges  of  the  highest  au- 
thority, whether  the  practice  of  admitting  such  evidence 
has  not  been  carried  to  an  inconvenient  length.  In  the  late 
case  of  Anderson  v.  Pitcher,  (5),  Lord  Eldon,  C.J.  expressed 
himself  in  the  following  terms :  ^'  It  is  now  too  late  to  say, 
*  435  *that  this  warranty  is  not  to  be  expounded  with  due  regard 

to  the  usage  of  trade.  Perhaps  it  is  to  be  lapiented,  that 
in  policies  of  insurance,  parties  should  not  be  left  to  ex- 
press their  own  meaning  by  the  terms  of  the  instrument. 
This  seems  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  that  great  judge 
Lord  Holt(l).  It  is  true,  indeed,  that  Lord  Mansfield, 
who  may  be  considered  the  establisher,  if  not  the  author,  of 
^'^  a  great  part  of  this  law,  expressed  himself  thus  :  '  Wher- 

ever  you  render  additional  words  necessary,  and  multiply 
them,  you  also  multiply  doubts  and  criticisms  (2).^  Whe- 
ther, however,  it  be  not  true,  that  as  much  subtilty  is  rais- 
ed by  the  application  of  usage  to  the  construction  of  a 
contract,  as  by  the  introduction  of  additional  words,  might, 
if  the  matter  were  res  integra,  be  reasonably  questioned.'^ 

But  though  the  usage  of  merchants,  with  reference  to 
which  the  parties  are  supposed  to  contract,  may  be  fre- 
quently resorted  to  for  explaining  or  defining  the  terms  of 


!f! 


2  Bos.  &  Pull.  168.  (S)  LUlj  t.  Ewer,  1  Doug.  74. 

t)  Lethufier^s  case,  2  SaDc.  443. 


roots  in  the  memorandum  of  a  policy  was  confined  to  such  roots 
as'  are  perishable  in  their  own  nature.  CaU  and  Pierpoini  v.  Com- 
mereial  In$.  Co.  7  Johns,  Rep,  386.  In  an  action  against  the  own- 
ers of  a  vessel,  for  a  quantity  of  gold  and  silver  coin,  taken  by 
.  4he  master  on  freight,  evidence  of  a  custom  of  merchants,  that  the 
freight  of  money  received  by  the  master  was  bis  perquisite,  and 
that  he  was  to  be  personally  liable  on  the  contract,  and  not  the 
owners  was  held,  to  be  admissible.  Hcdsey  v.  Brown  and  outers,  8 
Day  346.  The  true  test  of  a  commercial  usage  is,  its  having  ex- 
isted a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  have  biecome  generally  known> 
and  to  warrant  a  presumption,  that  contracts  are  made  in  reference 
to  it.  Smiih  ^  Stanley  v.  Wright,  1  Caines'  Rep.  43.  Trott  v. 
Wi^d,  Rtp.  C.  C.  U,  S.  First  Circt.  443. 
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a  policy,  it  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  supposed  that  this  spe- 
cies of  contract  is  not  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  construe* 
tion  as  are  applicable  to  other  written  instruments.  The 
same  rules  of  construction  apply  to  every  kind  of  contract. 
The  terms  of  a  policy  are  to  be  understood  in  their  plain, 
ordinary,  and  proper  sense,  unless  they  have  generally,  in 
respect  to  the  subject-matter,  as  by  the  known  usage  of 
trade  or  the  like,  acquired  a  peculiar  sense  distinct  from 
the  popular  sense  of  the  words  ;  or  unless  the  context  evi- 
dently points  (yit  that  they  must  in  the  particular  instance, 
and  in  order  to  effectuate  the  immediate  intention  of  the 
parties,  be  understood  in  some  other  special  and  peculiar 
sense  (3).  Proof  of  usage  is  not  admissible  to  contradict 
the  plain  unequivocal  language  of  a  policy ;  and  therefore 
in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  "  on  the  ship  till 
moored  at  anchor  twenty-four  hours,  and  on  the  goods  till 
discharged  and  safely  landed,"  evidence  having  been  ad- 
*mitted,  that  by  the  custom  of  the  trade  the  risk  on  the  goods,  *  ^36 

as  well  as  on  the  ship,  expired  in  twenty-four  hours,  the 
court  of  King's  Bench  granted  a  ndw  trial  on  that  ground, 
and  on  the  new  trial  the  evidence  was  rejected  (1)  (a). 

This  doctrine  of  admitting  evidence  of  usage  to  explain 
and  construe  mercantile  contracts  is  strongly  illustrated  by 
the  case  of  Cutter  v.  Powell  (2),  which  was  an  action  of 
assumpsit  brought  by  an  administratrix  for  work  and  la- 
bour done  by  the  deceased.  It  appeared  that  the  captain 
of  a  ship  had  given  a  note  to  the  deceased,  by  which  he 
promised  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  the  deceased,  provided 

(3)  Per  Loid  Eneoboroogh,  C.  J.        (1)  Parkiiuoii  ▼.  CoOter,  sitt  after 
in  detivering  judgment  in  Robertson    Mich.  1797,  Park.  Insur.  416. 
v.  French,  4  East  135.  (2)  6  T.  R.  320. 

(a)  Where  the  legal  effect  of  ah  instrument  or  of  the  terms  used 
in  it  has  been  settled,  no  evidence  of  commercial  usage  is  admis- 
sible. Edie  V.  EaH  India  Company,  ^  Burr*  1216.  Frith  v. 
Barker^  2  Johm.  Rep.  327.  Homir  v.  Don-y  10  Af om.  Rep.  26. 
Winthrap  v.  Union  Int.  Co,  and  Ruan  v.  Gardner,  C.  C.  U  S.  P. 
t  Condyle  Mank.  <707.  n. 
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that  he  proceeded  cmi  a  voyage,  and  continued  to  do  his 
duty  as  second  mate,  to  the  port  of  destination.  The  se- 
cond mate  died  on  the  voyage,  and  the  question  was,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  could  recover  in  this  general  action  any 
portion  of  the  wages  for  the  time  the  deceased  had  served. 
An  Inquiry  had  been  made  by  the  direction  of  the  court 
relative  to  the  usage  of  merchants  on  this  kind  of  agree- 
ment ;  but  no  settled  usage  could  be  ascertained  one  way  or 
the  other.  Lord  Kenyon  in  delivering  his  opinion,  after 
stating  that  the  deceased  stipulated  to  receive  the  larger 
sum  if  the  whole  duty  were  performed,  and  unless  the  whole 
were  performed,  to  receive  nothing,  added,  that  on  thi& 
particular  contract  his  opinion  was  at  present  formed  ;  at 
the  same  time,  said  Lord  Kenyon,  if  we  were  assured  that 
ihese  notes  are  in  universal  use,  and  that  the  commercial 
world  have  received  and  acted  upon  them  in  a  different 
sense,  I  should  give  up  my  opinion.  And  Mr.  Justice 
Lawrence  said,  '^  with  regard  to  the  common  case  of  an 
hired  servant,  to  which  this  has  been  compared,  such  a 
servant,  though  hired  in  a  general  way,  is  considered  to  be 
hired  with  reference  to  the  general  understandings  upon  the 
subject,  that  the  servant  shall  be  entitled  to  his  wages  for 
the  time  he  serves,  though  he  does  not  continue  in  the  ser- 
vice during  the  whole  year.  So  if  the  plaintiff  in  this  case 
*  437  *could  have  proved  any  usage,  that  persons  in  the  situa- 

tion of  this  mate  are  entitled  to  wages  in  proportion  to  the 
time  they  served,  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered  accord- 
ing to  that  usage.     But  if  this  is  to  depend  altogedier  on 
the  terms  of  the  contract  itself,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
any  thing." 
Amementi        4.  The  same  rule  applies  to  all  written  agreements, 
JJIJJ^^      which  the  statute  of  frauds  requires  to  be  in  writing.  They 
fnx4B.  cannot  be  contradicted,  or  added  to,  or  substantially  vari- 

ed by  parol  evidence  (1)  ;  for  such  evidence  would  defeat 
the  statute,  and  introduce  that  uncertainty,  which  it  was  the 

(l)BiDitedv.Coleinaii,Bimb.65.    Meres  v.  Anaell,  3  Will.  275.    Warn 
Partericbe  v.  Powlct,  2  Atk.  383.    ▼.  Warlters,  6  East  10. 


i 
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object  of  the  legislature  as  far  as  possible  to  suppress  (a); 
Where  the  rent  for  a  house  was  specified  in  a  written 
agreement  to  be  twenty-six  pounds  a  year,  and  the  land- 
lord in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  proposed  to  show 
by  parol  evidence,  that  the  tenant  had  also  agreed  to 
pay  the  ground-rent,  the  court  refused  to  admit  the  evi- 
dence (2)4  So,  where  a  tenant,  having  paid  the  land-tax^ 
brought  an  action  to  recover  it  back  from  his  landlord,  and 
gave  in  evidence  a  written  memorandum  of  agreement  in 
the  plaintiff's  hand-writing,  which  specified  the  rent  and 
terms^  but  was  silent  respecting  the  payment  of  taxes,  the 
defendant  offered  parol  evidence,  that  previously  to  the 
drawing  up  «of  the  memorandum,  it  had  been  mentioned  «  4ii 
and  was  understood  by  the^arties,  that  the  rent  was  to  be 
paid,  clear  of  all  taxes ;  this  evidence  was  rejected,  and 
the  court  of  Common  Pleas  afterwards,  on  a  motion  for  a 
rule  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  asidcj 
adjudged  the  evidence  to  be  insldmissible,  and  refused  the 
rule  (1)  (6)* 

(9)  Preston  t.  Merceau,  i  Black.        (1)  Rich  v.  Jackson,  4  Bro.  Ch.J 
1249.  C.  515.    6  Ves.  juB.  334.  n.  S.  C.    ' 

t  In  the  case  of  Preston  t.  Merceau,  above  cited,  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone, 
after  stating,  that  the  court  could  neithfer  alter  the  rent  nor  tlie  teini,  the 
two  thin^  expressed  in  the  ag^reement,  is  reported  to  have  added,  *'  that 
with  respect  to  collateral  matters  it  might  be  different ;  the  plaintiff  might 
hhow  who  was  to  put  the  house  in  repair,  or  the  Kke,  conceniing  whick 
nothing  is  said.*'  But  this  opinion  is  not  consistent  with  the  principle 
established  in  Meies  v.  Ansell,  (3  Wils.  97509  Rvh  t.  Jackson,  (4  hro. 
Ch.  C.  515.},  PoweD  t.  Edmunds,  (12  East  6.),  and  several  other  cases 
above  mentioned,  which  pknnly  sbciw,  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissibk^ 
either  to  vary  or  add  to  the  terms  of  the  wtitten  agreeoient.  To  add  a 
hew  term,  or  to  define  what  was  before  indefinite,  is  in  eflbct  tp  make  a 
material  variation. 


(a)  Vide  Clarke  v.  Rn»$el,  3  DaU.  424. 

(b)  So,  where  an  agreement  was  made  between  A.  and  B.  thai  A. 
•hottld  assign  property  to  B.,  and  B.  should  support  A.,  and  A.  exe<- 
cutedao  assignment  to  B.,  specifying  the  consideration,  it  was  held 
fbat  no  additional  consideration  could  be  proved.  Sckermerhom  r. 

3  r. 
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Upon  the  same  principle,  the  verbal  declarations  of  an 
auctioneer  at  the  time  of  sale  are  not  admissible  in  evidence 
for  the  purpose  of  varying,  or  adding  to,  or  explaining  the 
printed  conditions  of  sale  (2).  Thus,  where  the  conditions 
described  only  the  number  and  kind  of  timber  trees  to  be 
sold  by  lot,  but  said  nothing  as  to  the  weight  of  the  timber, 
the  defendant,  in  an  action  for  not  completing  his  purchase 
according  to  the  conditions,  was  not  allowed  to  prove,  that 
the  auctioneer  at  the  sale  had  warranted  the  quantity  of 
timber  to  amount  to  a  certain  weight,  and  the  court  of 
King's  Bench  wa^  of  opinion,  that  this  evidence  had  been 
properly  rejected  (3)«  Lord  EUenborough  said,  that  ^^  the 
purchaser  ought  to  have  had  it  reduced  into  writing  at  the 
time,  if  the  representation  then  made  as  to  the  quantity 
swayed  him  to  bid  for  the  lot.  If  the  parol  evidence  were 
admissible  in  this  case,  in  what  instance  might  not  a  party 
by  parol  testimony  superadd  any  term  to  a  written  agree- 
ment ?  which  would  be  setting  aside  all  written  contracts, 
and  rendering  them  of  no  effect.  There  is  no  doubt,  that 
the  warranty  as  to  the  quantity  of  timber  would  vary  the 
agreement  contained  in  the  written  conditions  of  sale.'' 

So,  when  a  contract  is  made  for  the  sale  of  goods,  and 
the  bargain  has  been  reduced  into  writing,  pursuant  to  the 
]  7th  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  parol  evidence  would 
'   not  be  admitted  to  show  that  the'parties  agreed  to  vary  the 
quantity  of  goods  to  be  delivered.     But^  the  rule  is  dif- 
*439  *ferent  with  respect  to  the  time  of  delivery,  or  the  particu* 

lar  mode  of  delivery,  which  are  not  essential  parts  of  th<^ 

(S)  GminitY.  Erhart,  1 H.  B).  S89.    jan.  51S.    Clowes  v.  Higginson,  1 
JenkiDsoD  v.  Pepjrs,  cited  6  Ves.  jun.    Ves.  &  Beam.  524. 
330.     Higgioson  t.  Clowes,  15  Yes.        (3)  Powell  t.  Edmunds,  IS Easte. 

Vanderheyden^  1  Johns,  Rep.  139.  Where  a  letter  of  credit  was  ad- 
dressed by  mistake  to  JoAn  ^  Joseph^  instead  of  John  ^  Jert' 
mufft,  it  was  held  that  parol  proof  could  not  be  admitted  to  show 
the  mistake,  so  as  to  enable  John  and  Jeremiah  to  maintain  aa 
action  for  goods  delivered  by  them,  on  the  &ith  of  the  ktter  qT 
dredit.    Grant  v,  A'a^tor,  4  Craneh  224. 


Sect  2.]  -  to  vary  of  discharge  Written  Instruments.  439 

contract,  but  are  frequently  expressed  in  the  memorandum, 
together  with  the  quantity  and  the  price  of  the  goods,  in 
order  the  more  easily  to  carry  the  contract  into  execution ; 
proof  of  a  verbal  agreement  has  therefore  been  allowed  to 
prolong  the  lime  limited  in  a  written  contract  for  the  de*> 
livery  of  a  certain  quantity  of  barley  (1),  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  only  a  continuance  of  the  original  contract,  a 
forbearance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  longer  time  (a). 
And  in  a  very  late  case  (S),  where  the  question  was,  whe- 
ther, after  a  part-delivery  of  goods,  which  by  a  written 
contract  were  to  be  delivered  at  fixed  times,  a  verbal  agree- 
ment to  extend  the  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  remainder 
was  good,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  it  was 
good;  for  this  was  not  a  parol  variation  of  the  contract, 
\mi  what  had  been  done  was  only  in  performance  oi>thc 
original  contract ;  the  parties  agreed  to  a  substitution  of 
other  days  instead  of  those  originally  specified  for  its  per- 
formance, but  still  the  contract  remained* 

It  has  before  been  observed,  that  where  no  consideration 
IS  expressed  in  a  deed,  a  consideration  may  be  proved. 
But  in  some  particular  cases  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
the  consideration  must  be  stated  in  the  written  memo- 
randum, and  if  it  is  not  stated,  the  defect  cannot  be  sup- 
plied by  parol  evidence ;.  thus,  in  the  case  of  Wain  v* 
Warlters  (3),  which  was  an  action  on  a  promise  to  pay  the 
debt  of  a  third  person,  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  held, 
that  the  memorandum  signod  by  the  defendant  ought  to 
have  expressed  the  consideration  of  the  promise  as  well  as 
the  promise  itself,  and,  the  consideration  being  omitted, 

(1)  Vftrea  t,  Stan,  niM  by    aee  Stult  t.  Lill,  •  Eait  S48.    Ex 
Bidier,  J.  cited  in  3  T.  R.  591.  parte  Minet,  14  Vet,  juo.  190.    Ex 

(2)  Cuffy.  PeoQ,  1  Maole  k.  Sel.    parte  Gaitlom,  15  Ves.  287.    Bate- 
21.  i  maoT.  Philfips,  15  East  fm. 

(3)  5  Eait  10.    Ab  to  this  caw, 


iW^pMW^BWB^M^.i^WMMPMi«W«M««aWB^^ 


(a)  Vide  Keating  v.  Price,  1  Johns.  Cos.  22.  in  which  parol 
evidence  was  admitted  to  extend  the  time  of  performance  of  a 
wntt|»i  CQQtract  for  the  delivery  of  goods. 


.  • 
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that  the  plaintiff  was  not  eDtitled  to  recover ;  for  the  4tk 
8ecti«n  of  the  statute  of  frauds  enacts,  among  other  things, 
^  440  ^at  no*  aaion  shall  be  brought,  whereby  to  charge  the 

defendant  upon  any  special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt, 
default,  or  miscarriage  of  another  person,  unless  the  agree* 
mentj  upon  which  such  action  is  brought,  or  some  memo- 
randum or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by 
the  party  to  be  charged*,  &c. ;  and  the  Court  of  King^s 
Bench  held,  in  the  construction  of  this  clause,  that  the 
word  "  agreement''  must  be  understood  in  its  proper  and 
correct  sense ;  and  that,  as  the  consideration  for  the  pro- 
mise  is  part  of  the  agreement,  this  ought  also  to  be  stated 
in  writing.  The  same  reasoning  applies  to  all  other  cases 
within  the  fourth  section,  as  where  an  action  is  brought  oa 
an  agreement  in  consideration  of  marriage,  or  on  any  con- 
tract for  an  interest  in  land,  or  upon  any  agreement  not  to 
be  performed  within  a  year  (a)«  It  will  not  follow  from  the 

*  St.  29  C.  S.  c.  3.  8.  4.  enacts,  ^*  that  bo  actioD  shall  be  brought, 
^nrfaereb y  to  charge  aoy  executor  or  administrator  upon  any  specia}  promise 
to  answer  dami^^  out  of  hit  own  eitata*-pr  whereby  to  charge  the  defta- 
daat  upon  any  special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscar- 
riages of  ano^er  perMO— or  to  charge  any  person  upon  any  agreement  made 
upon  consideration  of  marriage— or  upon  any  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  te-* 
nements,  or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning  them — or  upon 
any  agreement,  that  is  not  to  be  performed  within  the  space  of  one  year 
(iromthe  m,aldng  thereof— unless  the  a^^reement,  opon  which  such  actioi^ 
shall,  be  brou^t,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in  wril^g, 
and  si^ed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  person 
thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized^'*^ 


(a)  Vide  Sears  v.  Brinks  3  Johns,  Rep,  210.  which  was  am  ac- 
tion on  a  contiact  for  the  ^le  of  lands,  and  in  which  the  rule  in 
Wain  V.  Warlteis  was  adopted.  The  principle  in  that  case,  how- 
ever, does  not  apply  where  the  guaranty  is  simultaneous  with  the 
original  undertaking,  and  they  form  but  one  transaction  :  in  such 
case  it  is  unnecessary  to  slate  the  consideration,  which  may  be 
prt>ved  by  parol,  and  the  consideration  passing  between  the  cre- 
^litor  and  the  principal  debtor,  is  alone  sufficient  to  support  the  pro- 
mrse  of  the  guaranty.     Thus,  where  A.  applied  to  B.  for  good^ 
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case  of  IVain  v.  Warlters,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover, 
unless  the  agreement  is  signed  by  all  tke  parties  to  be 
bound ;  for  though  an  agreement  in  its  legal  significatidn 
means  ^  a  mutual  assent  to  do  a  thing,  which  ought  to  be 
so  certain  and  complete,  that  each  may  have  an  action 
upon  it(l),''  yet  the  clause  of  the  statute  by  stating  ex. 
pressly,  ^^  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  (whereby  to 
charge,  &c.),  unless  the  agreement  shall  be  in  writing,  and 
signed  by  the parhf  io  he  charged  therewithj'*^  implies  that  the 
other  party  may  recover  upon  it  without  (b)  having  signed 
*it  ( 1  )•    Nor  are  the  words  of  the  statute  to  be  constilied  so  *  44 1 

strictly,  as  to  make  it  necessary  to  state  precisely,  in  the 
memorandum  of  the  agreement  for  paying  the  debt  of 
another  person,  what  is  the  exact  amount  of  the  debt  $  but 
it  will  be  sufiGicient  to  engage  to  pay  generally,  for  all  the 
goods  furnished  within  a  certain  time,  or  whatever  sum  the 
person  may  owe,  &c*,  and  the  amount  of  the  goods  fur- 
nished, or  of  the  debt  contracted,  is  to  be  ascertained  by 
evidence  at  the  trial  (2).  In  a  late  case  of  this  kind  (3), 
where  the  promise  to  pay  was  made  by  the  defendant  in  a 
letter  addressed  by  him  to  one  G.,  (in  which  he  undertook, 
in  case  G.  would  give  the  bearer  D*  W.  indulgence  for  a 
certain  time,  to  see  him  paid,) 'the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
were  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence  of  G«  had  been  properly 


s 


[1)  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Agreement.  (^  15  East  Sf74, 

[l)  See  6  East  308.  and  the  cases        (3)  Batemao  v.  Phillips,  15  East 

OD  this  subject  collected  in  Mr.  Sug-    27!2. 

den^s  Tr.  on  the  law  of  Vendor  and 

Purchaser,  4th  edit.  p.  64. 


on  credit,  and  6.  refused  to  let  him  have  them  without  security, 
on  which  A.  drew  a  promissory  note  for  the  amount,  under  which 
C.  wrote,  /  guaranty  the  aborDt^  and  the  goods  were  thereupon  deli- 
vered, this  was  held  sufficient  to  support  an  action  against  C. 
Leonard  y.  Vredenburgh^  8  Johns.  Rep.  29.  Bailey  ^  Bogert  y. 
Freeman^  1 1  Johns,  Rep.  S2 1 . 

(6)  Vide  Ballard  v.  Walker,  3  Johns.  Cat  60.     Roget  v.  Met- 
ritt  ^  Clapp,  S  Caines"  Rep.  117. 
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admitted  to  prove,  what  was  the  amount  of  the  debt,  aii4 
also  that  he  had  been  applied  te  by  the  defendant,  as  the 
attorney  of  the  plaintiff,  who  employed  htm  to  sue  D.  W« 
for  the  debt  owing  to  the  plaintiff.  The  17th  section  of 
the  statute  relating  to  contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods,  as 
well  as  the  fourth,  makes  a  written  memorandum  necessaiy 
in  certain  cases,*  but  it  requires  only  a  note  or  memo* 
randum  in  writing  of  the  bargain^  not  a  memorandum  of 
the  agreemeni  ;  and  under  this  section,  it  has  been  deter- 
mined that  the  written  memorandum  need  not  express  the 
consideration  for  the  sale  (4). 
Sr*^^  5.  By  the  rule  of  law,  independently  of  the  statute  of 

the  statute  frauds,  parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  contradict  a 
^AA^*  *written  agreement  (a) ;  the  written  instrument  must  be  con- 
sidered as  containing  the  true  agreement  between  the 
'  parties,  and  as  furnishing  better  evidence  than  any  which 
can  be  supplied  by  parol  (1).  The  reason,  assigned  by 
Lord  Coke,  against  admitting  parol  evidence  to  contradict 
the  terms  of  a  deed,  is  very  general,  and  applies  to  the 
case  of  a  written  agreement,  though  no  writing  may  have 
been  absolutely  necessary.  *^  It  would  be  inconvenient,'^ 
he  says,  ^*  that  matters  in  writing,  made  on  consideration, 
and  which  finally  import  the  certain  truth  of  the  agreement 
of  the  parties,  should  be  controlled  by  an  averment  of  the 

(4)  Egerton  ▼.  Matthews,  6  Cast        (1)  2  Atk.  S8S.    t  Bro.  Ch.  C. 
907.  219.  7  Ves.  jan.  818.  4  faimt.  786. 

*  8t.  29  C.  2.  c.  3.  s.  17.  enacts,  ^  that  na  coDtract  for  die  sak  of  anj 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  for  the  price  of  ten  povods  sterling  or  np^ 
wards,  fhaU  be  allowed  to  be  good,  except  tlie  bnjer  skaH  accept  part  of 
the  goods  so  sold,  and  actually  receive  Uie  samei  or  give  someUuDg  in 
earnest  to  bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  of  payment,  or  that  some  note  or 
•  memorandiun  in  writing  of  Uie  said  bargain  be  made  and  signed  bjtfae  par« 
lies  to  be  charged  by  such  contract,  or  their  agents  thereunto  lawfully  an* 
thoriaed/* 


(a)  Vide  Fitzhugh  v.  Runyon,  8  Johns.  Rq^.  376.  JVaUaee  v. 
Bakerj  1  Binney  610.  Dunham  v.  BakeVf  2  Dajf  137.  Carter  r. 
Bellamy,  Kirby  29  ^ 


/ 
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parties^  to  oe  proved  by  the  uncertain  testimony  of  slippery 
memory  (2)/'  Thus,  where  there  has  been  a  contract  in  ' 
writing  for  the  sale  of  goodie,  specifying  the  quantity  and 
the  price,  neither  of  the  contracting  parties  would  be 
allowed  to  give  evidence  of  conversations  previous  to  or  at 
the  time  of  making  the  bargain,  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
that  the  price  was  to  be  different,  or  that  a  different  quan*  \ 
tity  was  to  be  delivered ;  for  this  evidence  would  direcdy 
contradict  the  written  memorandum,  which  must  be  con* 
sidered  as  expressing  the  final  intention  and  understanding ' 
of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  contract.  For  the  same 
reason,  if  the  time  of  carrying  away  the  gfiods  is  not  exr 
pressed  in  the  agreement,  (and  therefore  a  reasonable  time 
is  allowed,)  evidence  will  not  be  admitted,  that  the  pur* 
chaser  verbally  agreed  to  carry  them  away  immediately 
after  the  purchase  (3).  But  if  it  was  not  necessary  in  the 
first  instance  to  liave  the  bargain  reduced  into  writing, 
evidence  of  conversations  subseqtunt  to  the  time  of  mak* 
ing  the  agreement  would  probably  be  admitted,  to  show 
that  the  parties  agreed  afterwards  to  vary  the  contract,  or 
add  some  new  stipulation.  Here  the  written  agreement, 
so  far  as  it  puiports  to  express  the  true  meaning  of  the 
parties,  that  is,  down  to  the  time  of  its  being  concluded, 
is  not  in  any  manner  contradicted  or  impugned ;  but  from 
*the  proposed  evidence  it  would  appear,  that  they  after-  '  *44S 
wards  varied  or  added  to  the  contract ;  which  is  not  in- 
consistent with  any  thing  contained  in  the  original  agree- 
ment. Lord  Hardwicke  is  reported  to  have  said  in  a  case 
before  him  (1),  that  "  to  add  any  thing  to  an  agreement  in 
writing  by  admitting  parol  evidence,  which  would  affect 
land,  is  not  only  contrary  to  the  statute  of  frauds,  but  to 
the  rule  of  common  law,  before  that  statute  was  in  being.'* 
It  is  not,  however,  expressly  ^stated  in  the  report  of  the 
oase  before  Lord  Hardwicke,  whether  the  circumstance 

^  6  Rep.  26.  (1)  Parteriche  t.  Powlet,  2  Atk. 

(3)  Greavet  r.  A«hliii,  3  Campb.    384.     See   CUoan    t.    Cooka^    1 
426.  Schoal.  k  Lef.  35. 
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to  which  the  parol  evidence  related,  was  previous  or  sub'^ 
sequent  to  the  signing  of  the  agreement ;  but  it  seems  ra- 
ther probable,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  that  it  was 
previous,  (a). 

And  though  an  ambiguity  apparent  on  the  face  of  a 
written  instrument  cannot  be  explained  by  extrinsic  evi* 
dence,  yet,  where  a  question  arises  as  to  die  general  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  concerning  which  the  instrument  is 
not  decisive,  it  has  been  held,  that  proof  of  independent 
fects  collateral  to  the  instrument  may  be  properly  ad- 
mitted. Thus,  in  the  case  of  King  v.  Laindon  (2),  where^ 
on  a  question  between  two  parishes  respecting  the  settle-* 
ment  of  a  pauper,  it  appeared,  that  the  pauper  agreed 
to  serve  a  person  three  years  to  learn  the  business  of  a 
carpenter,  and  evidence  was  admitted  at  the  sessions,  that, 
at  the  time  of  making  this  agreement,  the  pauper  agreed 
also  to  give  a  sum  of  money  as  a  premium  to  be  tau^t 
the  trade ;  that  he  paid  the  money,  and  that  he  was  not 
to  be  employed,  nor  was  he  employed,  in  any  oiher  work 
than  that  of  a  carpenter;  the  court  of  King's  Bench  held, 
that  the  evidence  was  properly  admitted,  as  it  was  not 
offered  to  contradict  the  written  agreement,  but  to  ascer* 
tain  an  independent  fact  collateral  to  the  written  instru* 
ment,  in  order  to  explain  tiie  intention  of  the  parties,  the 
*  444  ^instrument  being  in  some  measure  equivocal.  It  does  not 

,  distinctly  appear  from  the  report,  whether  the  fact  alluded 
to  was  the  verbal  agreement,  (by  which  the  pauper  agreed 
to  pay  a  premium,  and  stipulated  that  he  was  to  do  only 

(2)  8  T.  R.  379.    And  sec  14  Ves.  170. 

(a)  That  parol  eyidence  is  admissible  to  contradict  or  explain  a 
bill  of  lading,  or  receipt^  vide  ante,  74.  n.  &  Maryland  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Ruden^s  Admr,  6  Cranck  33B,  A  bill  of  parcels  delivered  by 
1.  stating  the  goods  as  bought  of  D.  and  I.  is  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence against  I.  that  the  goods  were  the  joint  property  of  D.  and 
I.  but  the  real  circumstances  may  be  explained  by  parol.  Harrii' 
V.  Jchmton^  3  Craneh.  311. 
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carpenter's  ii0ork,)  or  only  the  payment  of  a  certain  dum  of 
money  by  the  pauper  to  the  master  at  the  time  when  the 
agreement  was  made.  But  from  the  opinions  expressed 
by  the  Court,  in  which  the  evidence  of  the  verbal  agree- 
ment was  not  adverted  to,  H  may  be  inferred,  that  the 
latter  fact  alone  was  adjudged  to  be  admissible*  Lord 
Kenyon  said,  '^  The  evidence  was  offered  to  ascertain  an 
independent  feet,  and  I  think  it  was  properly  received  in 
evidence*  That  being  so,  the  case  appears  to  be  shortly 
this:  in  consideration  of  three  guineas  paid  by  the  pauper^ 
the  master  tmderlook  to  teach  hini  the  business  of  a  carpenter^ 
and  the  pauper  vans  to  serve  thru  yearsi?^  Mr«  Justice 
Lawrence  expressed  himself  nearly  in  the  same  Words  $ 
and  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc  concurred  in  opinion  with  the 
Court,  that  the  parol  evidence  was  admissible,  as  evidence! 
of  a  foct  collateral  to  the  written  instrument  (1). 

A  deed  cannot  be  discharged  or  revoked  by  parol  \  for  Parol  a^n^ 
every  contract  or  agreement,  says  Lord  Coke,  ought  to  be  ^S^w 
dissolved  by  matter  of  as  high  a  nature  as  the  first  deed  (a) ;  parol. 

(1)  See  abo  14  East  544 


(a)  Vide  KeUeran  v.  Browtiy  4  Mass.  Rep.  443.  The  time  of 
the  performance  of  the  condition  of  a  bond  may  be  enlarged  by  a 
parol  agreement  of  the  parties ;  and  where  certain  acts  were  doner 
by  the  obligor,  amounting  to  a  substantial ,  though  not  to  a  literal 
performatice  of  the  condition,  it  was  held,  that  evidence  of  a  parol 
agreement,  by  the  obligee,  to  waive  any  further  perfoFmance, 
was  admissible.  Fleming  v.  Gilberiy  3  J  ohm.  Rep.  528.  Keat- 
ing V.  Pricsy  1  Johns.  Cos.  22.  But  in  all  these  cases  in  which 
parol  proof  has  been  admitted  of  an  agreement  to  enlarge  fh^  time, 
or  dispense  with  the  performance,  the  agreement  was  subsequent 
to  the  time  of  the  original  contract,  and  admitted  the  force  and  ef- 
fect of  it ;  but  it  would  be  inadmissible  to  show  the  original  agree" 
ment  to  be  different  from  what  appears  on  the  face  of  the  iostra-* 
ment ;  as  that  it  was  intended  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  a  pro- 
missory note  that  it  should  not  be  payable  until  a  period  subsequent 
to  that  on  whieh  it  was  eipressed  to  beccNBie  due.     Thompson  v.  . 

Ketehasnt  8  Johns.  Rep.  189.  y 

4  A 
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nihil  tam  conveniens  est  natorali  ffiquitati,  quam  unum- 
quodque  dissolvi  eo  ligamine,  quo  ligatum  est  (2).  But  it 
appears  to  be  generally  understood,  that  executorj  agree- 
ments ID  writing,  not  under  seal,  may  before  breach  be  dis« 
charged  and  al^ndoned  by  a  subsequent  unwritten  agree- 
ment, as  well  in  cases  where  the  original  contract  is  re- 
quired by  the  statute  of  frauds  to  be  in  writing,  as  where 
writing  is  unnecessary.  The  reason  above,  cited  from 
Lord  Cokeys  reports,  applies  only  to  agreements  by  spe- 
cialty. Agreements,  not  by  specialty,  whether  written  or 
unwritten,  are  classed  on  the  same  level,  and  denominated 
"^44^  ^agreements  by  parol;  there  is  no  such  third  class  recog- 

nised by  the  law  of  England  as  contracts  in  writing  not 
voider  seal ;  if  they  are  merely  written  and  not  specialties^ 
they  are  called  parol  (a)  (or,  more  properly,  simple)  Con- 
tracts (1  )•  It  follows,  dierefore,  that  to  admit  evidence  &[ 
an  unwritten  agreement,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  an 
abandonment  or  discharge  of  a  previous  written  agree- 
ment, would  not  be  to  dissolve  the  agreement  by  matter  of 
an  inferior  nature  (6.)  Nor  does  the  statute  of  frauds  contain 
any  provision  respecting  the  dissolution  of  agreements  ; 
it  prescribes  the  manner  of  revoking  wills,  and  in  many 
cases  makes  a  written  memorandum  necessary  in  order  to 
establish  and  enforce  agreements,  but  as  to  the  dbcharge 
or  abandonment  of  executory  agreements  the  statute  is 
entirely  silent,  leaving  the  case  as  it  stood  at  common  law. 
The  17th  section  enacts,  in  certain  cases,  that  ''  a  contrctct 
for  the  sale  of  goods  shall  not  be  allowed  to  be  good,  unless 
some  note  or  memorandum,  in  writing,  of  the  bargain 
shall  be  made  and  signed,''  &c. ;  bu^  an  agreement  to 

(2)  5  Rep.  26.  a.  3  I.ev.   234.        (1)  Raim  v.  Hoghes,    7  T.  R. 
Blake's  case,  6  Co.   Rep.  44.   a.     360.  n. 
Braddick  V.  Thompson,  8  East  344. 


(a)  Ace.  Ballard  v.  Walker,  3  Johtu,  Cos.  60. 

(6)  So,  the  bolder  of  a  bill  of  exchange  may  discharge*  the  ac* 
ceptor  by  parol.  WhaUey  4*  othert  v.  Tridur  and  others,  1  Ctrnph', 
36. 
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waive  the  contract,  before  breach,  is  not  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods,  and  may  therefore  be  binding,  though 
not  reduced  into  writing.  So,  the  fourth  section  enacts, 
that  ^^no  action  shall  be  brought  upon  any  contract  or 
salt  ofl^ndaj  &c.,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning  them, 
unless  the  agreement,  upon  which  the  action  shall  be 
brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof  shall  be 
in  writing,''  &c. ;  this  is  very  different  from  enacting, 
that  all  contracts  or  agreements  concerning  land  shall  be 
in  writing,  terms  so  general  and  comprehensive  that,  if 
they  had  been  introduced  into  the  act,  they  iQJgbt  be  con- 
sidered as  including  an  agreement  for  the  waiver  of  a 
purchase  contract,  as  well  s^s  the  original  agr^ment  itself  $ 
the  section  only  provides,  that  **  no  ciciion  shall  be  brought 
upon  amy  contract  or  sale  of  lands j'*^  &c.,  but  it  does  not 
proceed  to  enact,  in  case  an  action  is  brought,  and  the  de- 
fence set  up  is  a  dissolution  and  abandonment  of  the  agree- 
*ment,  that  some  note  or  written  memorandum  is  also 
necessary  to  give  effect  and  validity  Co.  such  subsequent 
agreement. 

On  a  bill  filed  in  a  court  of  equity  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  written  agreement,  it  appears  to  be  the  bet- 
ter opinion,  that  the  defendant  may  insist,  that  the  agree- 
ment has  been  since  discharged  merely  by  parol  between 
the  parties  (1).  In  the  case  of  Buckhouse  and  Crossby  (3), 
indeed,  where  a  bill  was  filed  for  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  and  the  defendant 
insisted  that  the  contract  had  been  discharged  by  parol,  in 
support  of  which  the  case  of  Goman  v.  Salisbury  was  cited 
as  an  authority,  Lord  Hardwicke  is  reported  to  have  de- 
clared, that,  ^'  though  he  would  not  say,  that  a  contract 
in  writing  could  not  be  waived  by  parol,  yet  he  should  ex- 
pect in  such  a  case  a  very  clear  proof,  and  the  proof  in  the 

(1)  Goman  t.  Salisbury,  1  Vera.  Chancellor  Redetdale  in  1  Schoal.  & 

240.,  cited  and  approved  bj  Sir  J.  Lef.  t3».    2  Vee.  399.  8.  P.  1  Vei. 

Strange  in  Legale.  Miller,  2  Vee.  jun.  404.  S.  P.     17  Ves.  jnn.  356. 

299.,  and  in  Pitcairae  v.  Ogboorae,  S.  P. 
2  Ves.  376.,  aad  died   bj  Lord        (i»)  Eq.  Cai.  Ab.  % 
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case  before  him  he  thought  very  insufficient  to  discharge  a 
contract  in  writing  ;^'  Lord  Hardwicke  then  observed,  that 
^  the  statute  of  frauds  requires,  ^^  that  all  contracts  and 
agreements  concerning  land  should  be  in  writing,  and  that 
an  agreement  to  waive  a  purchaseHxmtract  ia  as  mqph  an 
agreement  concerning  land  as  the  original  contract ;  how- 
ever, there  was  not  occasion  then  to  determine  the  point*.". 
f^il  *And  in  the  ciise  of  Bell  v.  Howard  (1),  Lord  Hardwicke, 
after  noticing  an  objection  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
against  decreeing  an  execution  of  written  articles  for  the 
sale  of  an  adirowson,  (namely,  that  the  plaintiff  had  waived 
the  articles,)  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  *^  it  was  certain 
an  interest  in  land  could  not  be  parted  with  or  waived  by 
naked  pared  without  writing  ;^'  but  added,  *^.  that  articles 

,  may  by  parol  be  so  far  waived,  that  if  the  party  come  into 
a  court  of  equity,  to  have  a  specific  executi<Ni  of  them,  such 
parol'Waiver  will  rebut  the  equity  whidi  the  party  before 
had,  and  prevent  the  court  from  executing  them  specifi- 
cally." But  in  the  last  case  on  this  subject  (S),  where  the 
plaintiff  prayed  a  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for 

^     ^  lease,  tinder  which  the  plaintiff  had  taken  possession,  and 

(1)  9  Mod.  9Qt  (2)  Pl><^  ▼•  ]^y«r,  17  Vm.  356. 

f  963.    See  also  9  Vee.  3501 

* 

*  In  this  case  of  Bnckhouw  and  Cro«bj,  the  waiver  wai  not  ^tween 
the  purchaier  and  Tendor,  bnt  between  a  fonner  and  a  subsequent  poicha- 
ser.  Tbe  material  facts  of  the  case  will  be  found  to  be,  that  A.  seised  of 
lands  in  fee  simple  mortgaged  them  to  the  defendant,  and  afterwards  auUio- 
risedhis  attonej  to  sell  the  estate,  whosold  it  by  parol  agreement  to  the 
plaintiff;  A.  being  informed  of  this,  wrote  to  tl»e  plaintill^  acquainting  hon, 
that  he  accepted  the  purchase-money ;  afterwards  A.  by  letter  oflered  the 
estate  for  the  same  money  to  a  third  person,  who  agreed  with  A.  for  the 
purchase  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  accordingly  A.  by  inddtore  coa- 
▼eyed  the  premises  to  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  308  guineas  then 
paid.  Before  this  conTeyance,  C.,  who  treated  lor  the  purchase  ooi  behalf 
of  the  defendants,  had  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  titie,  but  being  examined  as 
witness  for  the  defendant,  swore  that,  before  the  conveyance  was  executed 
to  him,  the  plaintiff  agreed,  that  all  prior  contracts  between  him  and  A. 
should  be  Toid,  and  that  it  should  be  referred  to  A.,  whether  the  pluntiff  or 
the  defendant  should  be  the  purchaser,  and  that  A.,  being  written  to,  gavn 
the  preference  to  the  defendant. 


Sect  3.]  in  Courts  of  Egmty.  447 

afterwards,  as  the  defendant  stated  in  bis  answer,  the  parties 
mutually  abandoned  the  terms  of  the  written  agreement, 
and  made  another  agreement  by  parol,  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  observing  upon  the  argument  for  the  defendant, 
^  that  the  agreement  was  waived,  and  that  a  written  agree- 
ment may  be  so  far  waived  by  parol,  that  the  court  will 
refuse  the  interposition  of  its  equitable  jurisdiction  to  en- 
force it,''  said,  that  as  he  conceived  there  was  not  in  the 
case  before  him  ^ny  waiver  within  the  meaning  of  the  dicta 
or  the  decisions  upon  the  subject,  it  was  not  necessary  for 
him  to  give  any  precise  opinion  upon  the  point ;  ^^  but,'' 
he  added,  ^*  as  at  present  advised,  I  incline  to  think  upon 
the  doctrine  of  this  court,  such  would  be  the  effect  of  a 
parol  waiver  clearly  and  satisfactorily  proved.  The  waiver 
spoken  of  in  the  cases  is  an  entire  abandonment  and  disso- 
lution of  the  contract,  restoring  the  parties  to  their  former 
Situation.  No  such  thing  was  for  a  moment  in  the  con-  *  449 
templation  of  the  parties.  All  that  they  at  any  time  meant 
was  to  add  to  or  modify  the  terms  of  the  original  agree- 
ment." The  bill  was  accordingly  dismissed,  but  without 
costs* 


Skct.  III. 

Of  the  RuU  m  Cmurts  of  Equity^  respecting  t?u  AdmisiMli- 

ty  of  Parol  Evidence* 

The  rules  of  evidence  in  courts  of  equity  are  the  same 
as  in  courts  of  common  law ;  and  it  is  a  general  principle, 
estab^hed  in  the  former,  no  less  than  in  the  latter,  that 
parol  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  not  admis- 
sible to  vary  or  add  to  the  terms  of  a  written  agree- 
ment (1).  If  the  agreement  is  certain,  explained  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  parties,  that  binds  them ;  if  it  is  not  cer-t 

(l)FeUT.  Chamberlaine^Dick.    C.  388.     1  Vet.  joiL  402.  S.  C. 
4S4.  Bare  T.  Shearwood,  1  vet.  jun.    JtcknQOT.  Cator,  5  Vet.jiio.  61^ 
^1.   Joriaft  T.  Sawldiis,  3  Br.  Ch. 
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tain,  and  parol  evidence  is  necessary  to  prove  what  the 
terms  were,  to  admit  such  evidence  would  eflfectoally  break 
in  upon  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  introduce  all  the  mis* 
chief,  inconvenience,  and  uncertainty,  which  the  statute 
was  designed  to  prevent  (3)*  In  the  case  of  Hich  v«  Jack- 
son (3),  therefore,  on  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  the 
court  qf  Chancery  gave  the  same  judgment  against  the 
admissibility  of  parol  evidence  varying  a  written  contract, 
as  had  been  previously  given  by  the  court  of  Commqn 
Pleas  in  an  action  between  the  same  parties*  ^'  The  quesr 
tion,''  said  Lord  Rosslyn  in  that  case,  ^*  is,  whether  in 
equity  any  more  than  at  law  such  evidence  ought  to  be  ad* 
flBtted ;  whether  there  is  any  distinction  in  a  court  of  equity* 
where  a  party  comes  to  enforce  a  written  agreement  by  ob* 
taining  a  more  formal  instrument,  and  to  add,  in  doing 
that,  a  term  not  expressed  in  the  written  agreement,  and 
of  such  a  nature  as  t6  bear  against  the  written  agreement  ? 
449  *l  have  looked  into  all  the  cases,  and  cannot  find  that  this, 

court  has  ever  taken  upon  itself,  in  executing  a  written 
agreement  by  a  specific  performance,  to  add  to  it  by  any 
circumstance  that  parol  evidence  could  introduce/' 

There  are  certain  exceptions  to  this  general  rule,  the 
principal  of  which  will  be  briefly  considered  in  the  follow- 
ing section.  First,  it  will  be  inquired,  in  what  cases  a 
defendant  may  prove  by  parol  evidence  a  variation  in  a 
written  agreement,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  party ; 
secondly,  whether  dk  plaint^  may  produce  such  evidence. 
Some  cases  will  then  be  mentioned,  in  which  extrinsic  evi- 
dence has  been  admitted,  to  rectify  mistakes  in  deeds,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  raising  trusts  in  wills. 

1,  When  a  court  of  equity  is  called  upon  to  exer^e  'H& 
peculiar  jurisdiction  by  decreeing  a  specific  performance, 
the  party  to  be  charged  is  admitted  to  show,  that  under  the 
circumstances  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  agree* 
ment  specifically  performed  (1).  The  admission  of  such 
evidence  as  matter  of  defence  is  very  frequent ;  it  is  used 

(2)  Per  Buller,  J.,  Brodie  v.  St.        (3)  Vi<i.  rop.  438.    4 
^mA,  1  Ves,  j«n.  333.  (1)  7  Vet.  jun.  219.  ^ 


i 
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to  rebut  an  equity.  The  defendant  says,  ^^  the  agreement 
which  you  seek,  is  not  the  agreement  which  I  meant  to 
enter  into ;''  a«d  then  he  is  let  in  to  prove  fraud  or  mis- 
take (3).  For  the  court  will  not  grant  a  decree  for  specific  , 
performancey  unless  it  is  satisfied,  that  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances it  is  equitable  to  give  more  relief,  than  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  at  law. 

The  statute  of  frauds  has  not  altered  the  situation  of  a 
defendant,  against  whom  a  specific  performance  is  prayed ; 
and  he  may  give  the  same  evidence  now,  which  he  might 
have  given  before  (3).  For  the  words  of  the-  statute  are, 
that  ^^  no  pers6n  shall  be  charged  upon  any  contract  or 
sale  of  lands,  &c.,  unless  the  agreement  or  some  memoran- 
*dum  or  note  thereof  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  *  450 

party  to  be  charged  therewith  or  some  other  person  there- 
unto by  him  lawfully  authorized/'  No  person,  then,  can 
be  charged  with  the  execution  of  an  agreement,  who  has 
not  either  by  himself  or  his  agent  signed  a  written  agree- 
ment ;  but  the  statute  does  not  say,  that,  if  a  written 
agreement  is  signed,  the  same  exception  to  it  may  not 
be  taken  as  before  the  statute.  Now  before  the  statute, 
if  a  bill  had  been  brought  for  specific  performance,  and  it 
had  appeared  that  the  agreement  had  been  prepared  con- 
trary to  the  intent  of  the  defendant,  he  might  have  said, 
'^  that  is  not  the  agreement  meant  to  have  been  signed.'^ 
Such  a  case  is*  left  as  it  was  by  the  statute ;  the  statute  does 
not  say  that  a  written  agreement  shall  bind,  but  that  an 
unwritten  agreement  shall  not  bind  (1). 

The  general  principle,  to  be  deduced  from  the  various 
authorities  on  this  subject  (S),  appears  to  be,  that  a  de- 
fendant in  answer  to  a  bill  for  a  specific  perfbrmance  may ' 
suggest  and  prove  by  parol  evidence,  that  by  reason  of 

(2)  1  Scboal.  &  Lefi  39.  %  Ves.  jim.  328.  WooUam  r.  Heanir 

r3)  14  Yea.  jun.  624.  7  Ves.  jun.  211.    Clarke  t.  Grant, 

(1)  See  Lord  Redefldak^s  jod^  14  Ves.  jan.  624.  Ramsbottoni 
ment  in  the  case  of  Chnan  T.Cooke,  t.  Gosden,  1  Ves.  &  Beam.  166. 
1  Schoa].  k  Lef.  39.  Winch  v.    Wincherter,  1   Vea.  k. 

(2)  Joynes  v.  Statham,  3  A tk.  388.    Beam .  37.^ . 
Marqius  of-Townaeod  r.  Stangroom, 
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frotid,  surprise,  or  mistake,  the  written  instrument  does 
not  correctly  and  truly  express  the  agreement,  but  thai 
there  is  an  omission  or  insertion  of  a  term,  or  some  mate- 
rial variation,  contrary  to  the  intention  and  understanding 
of  the  parties.  » 

The  defendant  may  be  admitted  also  to  prove  by  parol 
A  evidence,  thatj  ^j^  sigi^ing  the  iR^tten  agreement,  the* 
parties  made  a  verbal  agreement  varying  the  former ;  pro- 
vided those  variations  have  been  so  acted  upon,  that 
the  original  agreement  can  no  longer  be'  enforced  with* 
out  a  frattd  upon  the  defendant.  This,  in  a  case  where 
*451  there  was  a  written  agreement  for  die  lease  of  a  *hoose, 

af  the  annual  rent  of  33/.,  and  that  the  owner  of  the  house 
should  put  it  in  repair ;  it  was  afterwards  discovered,  that 
the  house  was  not  worth  repairing,  and  without  any  altera- 
tion of  the  agreement  the  house  was  in  consequence  pulled 
down  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant,  who  was  apprised  of 
the  great  expense,  which  the  landlord  must  necessarily 
have  incurred  in  making  the  repairs;  the  tenant  then 
made  a  verbal  agreement  to  add  8/.  per  annum  to  the 
33/.9  provided  the  house  should  be  rebuilt ;  and  on  a  bill 
brought  by  the  tenant  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 
lease,  on  the  foot  of  the  written  agreement  to  pay  33/. 
rent,  the  defendant  in  his  answer  set  up  the  parol  agree-' 
ment  (1).  Here  the  original  agreement  was  unexceptiona-* 
bte,  but  the  execution  of  it  under  the  new  bircumstances 
would  have  been  a  fraud  upon  the  landlord ;  the  landlord 
having  rebuilt  instead  of  repairing  the  house,  and  the  te- 
nant having  agreed  to  pay  an  additional  rent  in  considera- 
tion of  the  additional  expense.  But  variations,  verbal^ 
Agreed  upon,  are  not  sufficient  to  prevent  the  execution  of 
a  written  agreement,  where  the  situation  of  the  parties  in 
all  other  respects  remains  unaltered  (2.). 

3.  Whether 'a/^/atnft^  in  equity,  on  a  bill  for  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  written  agreement,  can  in  any  case 

(1)  Legal  T.  Miller,  2  Ves.  299.,  (2)  17  Ves.  jun.  364.,  add  see 
cited  6  Vea.  Jan.  336.  n. ;  and  17  Ves.  Omerod  ▼.  Haramaoi  6  Ves.  jon. 
jun.  364%  72^. 


^ 
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be  admitted  to  prove,  that  some  terms  #f  the  agreement 
have  been  omitted  or  varield  j>y  fraud,  mistake,  or  sur- 
prise, and  that  the  agreement  is  different  from  what  4he 
fiarties  intended  ;  and  whether,  on  such  a  case  being  dis- 
tinctly proved,  the  plaintiff  can  obtain  a  decree  for  a  spe« 
ciic  performance  of  the  agreement  in  its  rectified  form,  is  • 
a  much  larger  and  more  difficult  question;  and  one  on 
which  it  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  all  the  authorities*  In  th^ 
cases  of  Lofd  Irnham  v.  Child  (3),  and  Lord  Portmore  v* 
Morris  (4),  *where  the  plaintiff  fil^  a  All  to  redeem  an  ^453' 

^mnuity,  and  the  question  was,  -whether  parol  •vidence 
could  be  admitted  to  show,  that  the  parties  intended  the 
annuity  to  be  redeemable,  but  did  not  insert  in  the  deed  i 
clause  to  that  effect,  supposing  it  would  make  the  transact- 
tioa  usurioust ;  Lord.Thurlow  in  the  one  case,  and  Lord 
Kenyon  in  the  other,  thought  it  clear,  that  if- the  clause 
had  been  omitted  by /rand,  or  if  the  agreement  had  been* 
varied  by  fraud,  the  evidence  would  be  admissible*  Lord 
Thurlow,  in  the  former  case,  after  saying,  that  the  rule  df 
evidence  is  not  subverted,  if  there  is  clear  proof  offraudf 
added,  ^^  then  as  to  mistake  or  accidenty  suppose*  it  were  a 
clear  thing,  that.oiy  agreement  was  intended,  and  that  by  ^ 

accident  it  was  extended  further;  but  there  is  no  such  case 
in  the  books ;  if  admitted  to  be  a  mistake,  the  court  would 
not  overturn  the  rule  of  equity  by  varying  the  deed,  but  it 

would  be  an  equity  dehors  the  deed*     Then  it  should  b^ 

•» 

(3)  I  Bro.  Ch.  C*  91.  (4)  S  Bro.  Ch*  C.  Sid. 

f  Lord  Eldon  has  observed  (a)  on  these  [cases,  that  they  proceed  on  an 
ladiBpatably  clear  principle,  that  the  parties  did  not  mean  U  insert  in  the 
agreement  a  provision  for  redenqption,  because  thej  agreed  that  it  would  be  . 
ttsnrioQS ;  and  they  desired  the  court  to  do  not  what  the/  intended,  for  the 
insertion  of  that  provision  was  direcUj  contrarj  to  that  intention ;  but  they 
desired  to  be  put  m  Uie  same  situation  as  if  they  had  been  better  informed, 
and  consequently  had  k  contrary  intentMXu  The  answer  ii,  tbey  admiC  it 
was  not  to  be  in  the  deed ;  and  why  was  the  court  to  insert  it,  where  twa 
risks  had  occurred  to  the  parties  ?  the  danger  of  usury,  and  the  danger  «f 
trusting  to  the  hpnoiir  of  the  party. 

(a)  6  Ves.  jun.  33% 
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proved  as  much  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  as  if  it 
were  adoiitted/'  In  aoottjier  part  of  his  judgment  Lord 
Thurlow  says,  ^'  It  is  necessary  to  see  the  statement  of  the 
bill ;  if  it  states,  that  it  was  agreed,  that  the  clause  for  re- 
demption should  not  be  inserted,  they  caoDot<ii-ead  the  evi- 
•  dence ;  but  if  it  is  Hated,  that  it  was  intended  to  insert  the 
clause,  but  that  it  was  suppressed  by  yheitMi,  I  cannot  re- 
fuse to  bear  evidence  read  to.estaUbh  the  rule  of  equity* 
They  are  at  liberty  to  read  evidence  to  prove  such/rflud 
as  will  make  a  ^ound^in  equity.^' 
^452  *Tbisdoctrine  respecting  the  propriety  of  receiving  parol 

evidence  on  the  part  of  the  pkmtiff^  under  circumstances 
of  clear  frauds  appears  to  have  been  admitted  in  other 
modern  cases  (1).  The  difficulty  has  generally  been  in 
cairying  the  principle  into  practice,  and  in  ascertaining 
what  constitutes  a  fraud.  In  the  ease  of  Pember  v« 
Mathers  (2),  Lord  Thurlow  allowed  the  plaintiff,  on  a 
bill  ibr  specific  performance,  to  give  parol  evidence  of  a 
promise  by  the  defendant  under  the  following  circum^" 
stances.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the  original  lessees  of  a 
leasehold  testate,  against  an  assignee  of  the  lease,  on  his 
parol  undertaking  to  indemnify  the  jyaintiff  against  all 
vents  and  covenants  to  be  paid  or  kept  on  the  part  of  (he 
lessee,  and  to  execute  a  bond  for  such  an  indemnity.  The 
.  assignment  had  been  made  by  a  sale  by  auction ;  and  the 
canditions  of  sale  did  not  stipulate  the  indemnity ;  but  it 
rested  only  on  parol  evidence.  This  evidence  was  ob- 
jected to  as  inadmissible,  on  the  ground,  that,  where  the 
parties  have  entered  into  a  written  agreement,  no  parol 
evidence  could  be'  admitted  to  increase  or  diminish  such 
agreement.  Lord  Thurlow  said,  "  the  rule  is  right;  but 
where  the  objection  (to  the  omission  of  an  article)  was 
formally  made,  and  promised  by  the  other  party  to  be 
rectified,  it  comes  among  the  string  of  cases,  where  it  is 
considered  a$  a  ftaud  upon  the  rule  of  law.''     As  some 

(1)  See  Marquk  of  Townseod  v.        (2)  1  Bto.  Ch.  C.  61. 
StaogrooDi,  6  Vcs.  juD.  338. 
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doubt  arose,  whether  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  es(a« 
biish  the  parol  undertaking  to  indemnify,  entered  into  by 
the  defendants,  Lord  Tfaurlow  directed  an  issue  to  be 
tried,  whether  such  promise  was  made  on  the  day  of  the 
execution  of  ^e  assignment ;  and,  this  being  found  in  the 
affirmative,  the  plaintiff  had  a  decree  for  a  specific  per- 
formance. In  speaking,  however,  of  the  case  of  Pember 
V.  Mathers,  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls  appears  to 
hftv«  entertaioed  some  doubt,  how  far  it  would  be  proper 
to  go  the  whole  length  of  the  doctrine  thll*e  laid  down,  or 
*to.decree  a  specific  performance,  on.  the  ground  of  such  a  *  454 

promise  (1). 

It  does  not  appear  from  any  reported  case,  that  the 
phMUiff  has  been  allowed  to  give  parol  evidence,  varying  ^ 
a  written  agreement,  on  the  ground  of  miitake  or  surprise. 
In  the  case  of  Joynes  y.  Statham  (3),  indeed,  where,  on  a 
bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  (or  the 
kase  of  a  house  at  a  certain  rent,  the  drfendatU  was  ad- 
mitted to  prove  by  parol  evidence,  that  the  agreement  was 
for  rent,  clear  'of-aH  taxes,  Liord  Chancellor  Hardwicke, 
after  observing,  that  ^^  the  defmdant  had  a  .right  to  insist, 
^her  im  ciccount  of  an  omission^  mistakcj  erfratid,  that  the 
plaintiflf  should  not  have  a  specific  performance,^'  is  re* 
ported  to  have  added,  '^  Suppose  the  defendant  had  been 
the  plaintiff,  and  had  brought  a  bill  for  a  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement,  I  do  not  see  but  that  he  might 
have  been  allowed  the  benefit'  of  disclosing  this  to  the 
eourt ;  because  it  was  an  agreemert^  executory  only,  and 
as  in  leases  there  are  always  covenants*  relating  to  taxes^ 
the  roaster  will  inquire,  what  the  agreejnent  was  as  to 
taxes ;  and  therefore  the  proof  offered  here  is  not  a 
variation  of  the  agreement,  but  is  explanatory  only  of 
what  those  taxes  were.''  Lord  Redesdale  in  a  very 
late  case  (3),  commenting  on  this  passage,  observed, 
<<  that  the  words  do  not  appear  to  import  any  thing  posi- 

• 

n)  See  14  Ves.  jmi.  SSU.  Lef.  39.  See  abo  4  Bro.  Cb.  C.  518. 

(2)  3  Atk.  388.  6  Ves.  jun.  336.  ii« ;  and  7  Ves.  jw^ 

(3)  Clqiaii  T.  Cooke,  |  SchoaU  &    3^^ 
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live  V'  and  with  respect  to  the  case,  which,  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  conceived,  might  possibly  be  made,  where  erea  a 
plaintiff  might  be  admitted  U>  show  an  omission  in  a  writ* 
ten  instrament  as  well  on  the  ground  of  mistake  as  of 
fraud,t  added,  that  he  could  find  no  deciskm,  except  the 
contrary  way. 
*  455  *1^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^®  Marqais  of  Townsbend  v.  Stan* 

£ro«m(l)»  Lord  Eldon,  after  observing  ^*  that  it  was 
competent  to  a  court  of  equity,  (for  the  purpose  of  ana* 
Ming  it  to  deteiHine  whether  it  will  specifically  exeeuta 
an  agreement,)  to  receive  evidence  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  obtained,'^  added,  ^^  and  I  will  not 
say,  that  there  are  no  cases  in  which  it  may  be  received  to 
enable  the  court  to  rtcttf}^  a  tariiten  agrtemerU  vpen  tvr^ 
friie  or  mistake^  as  well  as  fraud ;  proper  inrefragaUe 
evidence,  as  clearly  satisfatrtory,  that  there  has  been  mis* 
take  or  surprise,  as,  in  the  other  case,  that  there  has  been: 
fraud*  I  agree  that  those  producing  evidence  of  mistake 
or  surprise,  either  to  rectify  an  agreement,  or  caUing  upon 
the  court  to  refuse  a  specific  performance,  undertake  a 
case  of  great  difficulty ;  but  it  does  not  follow,  that  it  is 
therefore  incompetent  to  prove  the  actual  existence  of  it 
by  evidence.^'  A  specific  performance  was  in  this  case 
sought,  with  a  variation  attempted  to  be  introduoed  by 
parol.  And  Lord  Eldon  stated,  ^^  he  would  not  say,'  that, 
upon  the  evidence  without  the  answer,  he  should  not  have 
had  so  much  doubt,  whether  he  ought 'not  to  rectify  the 
agreement,  as  to  takelnore  time  to  consider,  whether  the 
bill  should  be  dismissed  ;  but  the  evidence  must  be  taken, 
due  regard  being  had  to  the  answer  (3)  ;  and  the  Court  is 

(1)  6  Yes.  jim.  338.  (S)  An^  we  1  Bro.  Ch.  C. itt.    S 

Bro.  Ch.  C*  168.    1  Ves.  >ui.  UX. 

t  The  words  of  Lord  Redesdale,  m  the  report,  are  as  follows  :  **  There- 
«eem8  to  have  been  sometfaiog  of  a  floatiog  idea  in  the  mind  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  that  by  possibilitj  a  case  might  be  made,  ia  which  evea  a  plaintiff 
might  be  admitted  to  show  an  omistioii,  either  by  mutakt  w frauds  How- 
ever I  can  find  no  decision  except  the  contraij  way.*' 


"•T" 
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not  to  decide  upon  the  allegation  as  to  the  probability,, 
against  the  answer/'  The  bill  was  accordingly  dismissed^ 
but  without  costs. 

The  later  case  of  Woollam  v.  Hearn  (S),  determined  by> 
the  Master  .of  the  Rolls  on  great  consideration,  seta  the 
doctrine  of  the  courts  of  equity  on  this  subject  in  a  very 
^distinct  and  clear  point  of  view*  The  plaintiff  there  filed 
a. bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for  a 
lease ;  and  the  bill  stated,  that  the  rent  of  731.  lOs.,  spe- 
cified in  the  agreenient,  was  inserted  by  Mistake,  or  with 
some  unbir  view;  the  real  agreement  being,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  have  the  lease  upon  the  same  rent  as  the 
defendant  paid  to  hi4  lessor,  and  that  he  the  defendant  did 
not  pay  more  than  60L  The  defendant  in  his  answer  ad** 
iliitted,  he  might  have  said,  that  the  plaintiff  should  have 
the  lease  upon  the  same  terms,  not  meaning  the  same 
rent,  but  upon  terms  on  the  whole  equally  advantageous ; 
ilMisting,  that  as  he  had  laid  out  a  great  deal  of  money^ 
the  plaintiff  Would  upon  the  whole  have  as  good  &  bar* 
gain*  The  plaintiff  ofered  parol  evidence  to  prove,  that 
he  was  to  have  it  on  the  same  terms  as  the  defendant  had 
it,  and  to  sheyi  that  nothing  could  be  mean^  by  the  ex- 
pression,  but  the  same  rent ;  nothing  being  in  discussion 
between  them,  but  the  amount  of  the  rent*  The  question 
was,  whether  this  evidence  was  admissible*  The  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  in  giving  judgment,  said,  that  ^*  by  the  rule 
of  law,  independent  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  parol  evi- 
dence could  not  be  received  to  consadict  a  written  agree* 
ment*  To  admit  it  for  the  purpose  of  proving,  that  the 
written  instrument  does  not  contain  the  real  agreement, 
would  be.  the  same  as  receiving  it  for  every  purpose*  It 
was  for  the  purpose  of  shutting  out  that  inquiry,  that  the 
rule  of  law  was  adopted*  Though  the  written  instrument 
does  not  contain  the  terms,  it  must  in  contemplation  of 
law  be  taken  to  contain  the  agreement,  as  furnishing  better 
evidence  than  any  that  parol  can  supply*    If  this  had  been 

(3)7Ves.jim.»l. 
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a  bill  brought  by  the  deftndani  for  a  specific  performance," 
added  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  "  I  should  have  been  boimd 
by  the  decisions  to  admit  the  parol  evidence,  and  to  re- 
fuse a  specific  performance*  But  this  evidence  is  oflGDred, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  resisting,  \mi  of  obtaining  a  de- 
cree ;  first,  to  falsify  the  written  agreement,  and  then  to 
substitute  in  its  place  a  parol  agreement  to  be  executed  by 
the  court.  Thinking  as  I  do,  that  the  statute  has  been 
*  457  ^ready  too*  much  broken  in  upon  by  supposed  equitaUe 

exceptions,  I  sfaill  not  go  farther  in  receiving  and  gi\ring 
effi^t  to  parol  evidence,  than  I  am  forced  by  precedent* 
There  is  no  case,  in  which  the  court  has  gone  the  length 
now  desired..  But  two  cases  (1)  are  produced,  in  .which, 
it  is  saidy  there  is  an  intimatton  from  Lord  Hardwicke 
to  that  effect.  Upon  this,  it  might  be  sufficient  to  say, 
it  was  not  decided.  But  it  is  evident  from  the  manner 
in  which  that  great  Judge  qualifies  his  oWn  doubts,  that 
he  thought  it  impossible  to  maintain  such  a  proposition 
as  the  plaintiff  is  driven  to  maintain,  in  Walker  v^ 
Walker,  it  is  to  be  observed,  first,  that  the  parol  evi^ 
denoe*  was  not  ofered  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting 
any  thing  |n  the  written  agreement.  It  ,was  admitted^ 
that,  as  far  aa  it  went,  it  stated  the  true  meaning ;  but  it 
was  contended  by  the  defendant,  that  there  was  another* 
ecdlateral  agreentent,  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  exe* 
cute,  before  he  could  have  the  benefit  of  the  written 
agreement^  it  was  evidence  too,  offered  in  defence,  to 
resist  a  decree.  The  evidence  offered  in  this  case,'^  added 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  concluding  his  judgment,  "  is  to 
vary  an  agreement  in  a  material  part ;  and  having  varied 
it,  to  procure  it  to  be  executed  in  another  form.  There 
is  nothing  to  show  that  this  ought  to  be  done.*'  The  pvo** 
posed  evidence  was  accordingly  rejected ;  and  the  bill  dis- 
missed, without  costs. 

Where  a  written  agreement  has  been  varied  by  parol, 
and  there  has  been  such  a  part-performance  of  the  parol 

(1)  WaUcer  r.  Walter,  t'Atk.  98.    Joynes  r.  Stathton,  3  Atk.  3S8s  . 
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variatioD,  aB  would  have  procured  it  to  be  specifically  exe* 
cuted,  provided  it  had  formed  a  part -of  the  original  agree- 
ment, the  plaintiff  in  that  case  will  be  admitted  to  give 
evidence  of  such  subsequent  unwritten  variation.  As  to 
what  constitutes  a  part-performance,  Lord  Redesdale,»in  a 
very  late  case  (3)>  has  laid  down  the  following  rule,  that 
*^'  nothing  is  to  be  considered  as  a  part-performance,  which  *  458 
does  not  put  the  party  into  a  situation,  that  is  a  fraud  upon 
him,  unless  the  agreement  is  performed ;  for  instance,  if 
upon  a  parol  agreement,  a  man  is  admitted  into  possession, 
he  is  made  a  trespasser,  and  is  liable  to  answer  as  a  tres* 
passer,  if  there  be  no  agreement.  This  is  put  strongly  in 
the  case  of  Foxcraft  v.  Lister  (1) ;  there,  the  party  was  let 
into  possession  on  a  parq^^eement,  and  it  was  said  that 
he  ought  not  to  be  liable  as  a  wrong-doer,  and  to  account 
for  the  rents  and  profits,  because  he  entered  in  pursu: 
ance  of  an  agreement.  Then,  for  the  purpose  of  defend- 
ing himself  against  a  charge,  which  might  otherwise  be 
made  against  him,  such  evidence  was  admissible ;  and  if 
it  was  admissible  for  -such  purpose,  there  is  no  reason 
why  it  should  not  be  admissible  throughout*  That,''  said 
Lord  Redesdale,  '^  I  apprehend  to  be  the  ground  on  which 
courts  of  equity  have  proceeded,  in  permitting  part-per^- 
formance  of  an,  agreement  to  be  a  ground  for  avoiding  the 
statute ;  and  I  take  it,  therefore,  that  nothing  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  part-performance,  which  is  not  of  that  nature. 
Payment  of  monejr  is  not  part-performance,  for  it  may 
be  repaid ;  and  then  the  parties  will  be  just  as  they  were 
before,  especially  if  repaid  with  interest.  But  the  great 
reason,  why  part-payment  does  not  take  such  an  agree* 
ment  out  of  the  statute,  is,  that  the  statute  has  said,  that 
in  another  case,  namely,  with  respect  to  goods,  it  shall 
operate  as  a  part-performance ;  and  the  courts  have  there- 
fore considered  this  as  excluding  agreements  for  lands, 
because  it  is  to  be  inferred,  that  when  the  legislature  said 
it  should  bind  in  the  case  of  goods,  and  were  silent  as  to 

(t)  CUnan  t.  Cooke,  1  Scfaoa].  k        (1)  t  Vm.  456. 
Leh  41.     14  Vei .  jiin.  S88r 
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the  case  of  lands,  they  meant  it  shoakl  not  bind  in  the 
case  of  lands." 

3.  Mistakes  and  mtsapprehensions  in  the  drawers  of 
deeds  or  written  agreements  are  a  subject  for  relief  a 
toufts  (^  equity,  (a)  and  may  be  rectified  according  to  die 
*  459  *true  intention  of  Uie  parties  ( I ).     Thus,  on  a  bill  to  rec- 

tify  a  mistake  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  which  the  plaintiff 
suggested  to  have  been  made  too  general  and  contrary  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  Lord  Hardwiche  said  (3), 
there  could  be  no  doubt,  but  that  the  court  of  Chancery 
had  jurisdiction  to  relieve  in  respect  of  a  plain  mistake  in 
contracts  in  writing,  as  well  as  against  fraud  in  contracts ; 
to  that  if  reduced  into  writing,  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  on  proper  proi0^l^i  would  be  rectified  (6)« 
••This,"  as  Lord  Eldon  has  observed (3),  "is  loose  in 
one  sense,  as  it  leaves  to  every  judge  to  say,  whether  the 
proof  is  that  proper  proof,  which  ought  to  satisfy  him." 
The  principal  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  this 
case,  was  the  deposition  of  a  witness,  who  had  transacted 
the  business  for  the  Company,  (the  defendants,)  but  this 
evidence  appeared  to  the  court  not  sufficiently  certain  to 
be  relied  upon.  Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  that  the 
proof  in  such  a  case  ought  to  be  the  strongest  possible ; 
and  as  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  to  the  court,  that  the 
policy  had  been  framed  contrary  to  th^  intention  and  real 
agreement  of  the  parties,  the  bill  was  dismissed.  In  the 
case  of  Baker  v.  Paine,  on  a  bill  filed  for  an  account  under 
a  written  agreement,  the  minutes  and  calculations,  which 
had  been  previously  made  by  the  parties,  were  admitted 
in  evidence,  in  order  to  prove  a  mistake  made  in  the  agree- 

(n  t  Atk.  303.  Assur.  Comp.  1  Atk.  545.    Thomas 

(3)  Heokle  ▼.  Rot.  Ex.  Aasvr.  t.  Fraser,  3  Ves.  jiio.  399.    10  Vet* 

Comp,  I  Ves.  318.,  cited  6  Vea.  jun.  jun.  227. 

333.     See  also  Motteux  t.  Load.        (3)  6  Ves.  jun.  333. 


(a)  Vide  WaMum  v.  Merrills,  1  Day  139.  Cook  v.  Preston, 
2  Root  78.     Chapman  ▼.  Allen,  Kitinf  399. 

(6)  Vide  Graves  ^  BamewaU  v.  Boston  Marim  Ins.  Co.  t 
Crandi  418. 
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ment  by, the  person  employed  to  djraw  11(4)1    And  in  a 

variety  of  cases  where  settlements  have  been  drawn  by  mis- 

take^  oontrary  to  the  instrucfions  of  the  parties,  the  mistake 

has  been  rectified  by  courts  of  equity,  and  the  settlement 

made  coiiUrannably  to  the  instructions  (5)*      The  court 

however^  will  expect  full  and  satisfactory  evidence  of  iht 

mistake  and  misapprehension  of  the  party's  intention,  be- 

*fore  it  will  alter  a  settlement.     In  one  case,  where  the         *  4^^ 

parol  evidence  of  the  attorney,  who  had  received  verbal 

instructions,  was  ofered,  the  court  held,  that  as  nothing 

appeared  in  writing  under  ^the  hands  of  the  parties  to  show 

their  intention,  the  settlement  could  not  be  altered  (1 )  }  and 

in  another  case.  Sir  Thomas  Clarke  ia  reported  to  have 

said,  that  he  did  not  give  a  positive  opinion  as  to  the  head 

of  mistake,  but  he.  did  not  think  the  court  had  relied  on 

parol  evidence  only  (2)« 

4.  Provisions  in  wills  haye  in  certain  cases  been  en^ 
larged  by  parol  evidence,  and  trusts  in  equity  raised,  bm 
against  executors  or  other  persons  claiming  an  interest 
under  wills,  where  it  has  appeared  that  the  testator  intenil^ 
ed  to  make  a  further  provision  in  his  will,  but  omicted 
to  insert  it  on  receiving  a  promise,  that,  notwithstanding 
such  omission,  his  intention  should  be  carried  idto  effects 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  Oldham  v.  Litchford  (S),  a  witness 
was  allowed  to  prove,  that  the  defendant,  who  was  the 
testator's  executor  and  devisee  of  his  real  estate,  had 
promised  the  testator,  that  he  would  pay  the  annuity 
bequeathed  to  the  plaintiff,  ;and  that  otherwise  the  testa- 
tor would  have  charged  the  real  estate  with  the  payments 
And  on  this  evidence,  it  was  decreed  at  the  Rolls,  that  the 
real  estate  should  be  chs^rged  with  the  annuity  :  and  this 
decree  was  afterwards  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  court 

(4)  Bftker  T.TaiBe,  1  Ves.  467.,        (1)  Harwood  r.  Walfis,  cited  S  ^ 
cited  in  Rich  f.  Jackson,  6  Yes.  jqd.    Ves.  195. 

336.  n.  (2)  1  I>ick.  205,     And   see  She- 

(5)  Handal  ▼.  Randal,  S  P.  Wms.    gold  ▼.  Boone,  Vi  Ves.  Jan.  373.  Tf9p 
469.    Jenkins  t.  Quindiant,  5  Ves.        (9)  2  Vem.  606. 

jun.  696.  n.     Barstow  y.  Kilvington,  * 

5  Ves.  Jan.  593.    Bvrt  v.  Barlow,  3 
Bro.  C^h.  C  461 « 


460  Of  the  JldminHHUji  ^Pmml  Evidence,  [Ch.  lO, 

of  Chaiiceiy,  In  a  hier  case  (4)y  where  a  bill  wots  filed 
against  an  executor  and  residuary  legatee,  to  have  a  be- 
quest enlarged,  it  appeared  from  a  paper  writtto  hy  the 
defendant  himself,  that  the  testator,  a  few  days  before  his 
death,  had  mentioned  to  him  what  he  had  beqwaAed  U> 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  his  wish  that  he  should  have 
a  larger  sum  ;  it  was  further  proved,  that  after  the  icsUt- 
vath  death,  when  the  paper  was  shown  to  the  defendant, 
*  ASi  ^he  promised  to  perform  the  sernie  according  to  the  tes- 

tator's request •(  another  witness  proved,  that  -the  testator 
mentioned  to  him,  in  the  presence  of  the  ^fendant,  the 
annility  which  he  had  bequeathed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
h  was  his  desire  he  should  have  a  larger  annuity,  men- 
tioning the  sum ;  that  the  testator  then  requested  the  de- 
fendant to  see  such  annuity  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  promised  it  should  be  done,  as  if  it  hand  been  ex- 
pressed in  the' will ;  and  lastly,  that  the  witness  and  the  de- 
fendant desired  the  testator  to  send  for  some  person  to  draw 
^  new  will,  which  the  testator  refused  to  do,  saying  he 
W9uld  leave  it  to  the  defendant's  generosity.     "  Upon  this 
evidence,''  said  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  '^  the  question  is, 
whethdt^  by  reposing  that  trust  in  the  defendant,  the  testa- 
tor was  nt<  pi^vented  from  making  a  new  wilL    The  de- 
fendant ought  to  have  told  him,  that  if  he  did  not  put  it 
in  his  will,  he  would  riot  do  it.    Instead  of  that,  he  pro- 
misled  to  do  H ;  upon  which  the  testator  refused  to  make  a 
new  will.     I  am  quits  relieved,"  added  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  "  from  any  difficulty  as  to  the  statute  of  frauds. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  confidence,  that  the  defend- 
ant would  perform  the  trust  he  undertook,  did  not  pre- 
vent the  testator  from  making  a  new  will."    The  court 
accordingly  ordered  the  defendant  to  pay  the  increased 
sum  out  ofthe  assets,  with  costs;  and,  if  the  assets  were 


(4)  Barrow  v.  iGree]io|||;h,  3  Ves.  jun.  159. 


Sect  3.]  in  Courts  of  Equity.  4f  1 

not  sufficient  for  the  costs,  that  he  should  pay  them  pcr- 
fonaHy  (a). 


(a)  Trusts  arbing  or  lesulting  by  implication  or  constnictioD.of 
law/ or  transfetred  or  extinguisbed  by  art  or  operation  of  lavr, 
are  excepted  in  the  statute  of  frauds ;  and  beoce  if  land  be  pur* 
chased  by  one  person  with  the  money  of  another  who  receives  a 
deed  in  hb  own  name,  the  trust  in  favour  of  the  person  advancing 
the  consideratioD,  may  be  proved  by  parol.  2  Fanb.  Treat,  tf 
Miq*  119.  '  AnA.  409.  JqthKn^A,  Kane  v.  Siembergk^  I  Jchne. 
Cos.  153.  FooU  V.  Cohinf  3  Johng,  Rep*  216.  Gr^ory*$  Leaee 
▼.  Setter,  t  PaU.  193. 
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ACCESS. 

want  ofy  cannot  be  prored  by  father  or  mother ;  180. 

nor  bj  their  declaration?  after  their  deaths; 
Id. 
may  be  proved  hy  circumstantial  evidence,  1 13. 
ACCESS^T, 

iriction  of  principal,  how  £ir  evidence  against,  229. 
^30. 
ACCOHFLICE.    See  tit.  Prineipal.  ^ 

in  feloDj,  a  competent  witness ;  28.  29. 

though  promised  apardon  or  reward  ;  31. 
or  separatehr  indicted,  31. 
or  coQvictad,  if  not  attainted,  Id. 
act  of,  evidence  against  the  rest,  when,  74. 
iprincipal  felon,  witness  against  accessary,  31* 
in  miftdepieanon^  competent ;  31. 
in  trespass,  31. 
^  confirmatory  evidence,  how  far  necessary,  32. 
*  dying  declarations  of,  201. 
ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION, 

evidence  under  non  assompsit,  127. 
ACQjUITTAL^ 

in  Court  of  Exchequer,  on  information,  268.     See  tit. 

Excheqtter, 
in  criminal  pro9ecution,  not  evidence  to  disprove  the  fact 

in  civil  suits,  242. 
by  foreign  court  of  competent  juriadictiony  252. 
ACTS  OF  PA&LIAMENT, 
general  acts,  219. 
distinction  of  public  and  private,  when  first  adopted* 

220. 
taken  notice  of  judicially.  Id. 

not  given  in  evidence  unless  pleaded,  when.  Id. 
statute  of  usury-^in  debt  on  bond ;  Id. 

otherwise,  in  assumpsit,  221. 
statute  exempting  from  penalty  evidence 
under  nil  aebet,  Id. 
pipof  of,  288. 
private  Mts,  220. 
not  taken  notice,  of  judicially,  wdess  pl<Baded ;  MO. 
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ACTS  OF  PARLIAMENT,  {amUmied.) 

except  where  reoognised  bj  public  act, 
or  under  special  clause.  Id. 
proof  of,  bj  ^xamiued  fop/g  289. 
ADDRESS, 

public  bow  prored,  305. 
ADMINISTRATION, 

howgranted^  300. 

letten  of,  proved  by  cartifioate.  Id. 

by  original  book  of  acts,  Id. 
examined  copy^  901. 
ADMIRALTY, 

Sentence  in  court  of^  condusife  in  questioiis  of  prize, 
248.  249. 

on  aU  courts  and  persona.  Id. 
proof  of,  29«.  ^^ 

in  foreign  court  of,  co^chisire  €Ty|^^  ift   this 
oounti7>  wben ;  249.  260.  ^V 

•  tbough    feunded   ott   patticu- 

larordioancea,  2M. 
.    coBcknire,  ikkni  what  points, 
id. 
when   cbndenuiaUon  is  gene- 
ral. Id. 
when  m^  condttBive,    when 
not  admissfMe,  251. 
ADMISSION.    See  tit  Oot^eiuUm,  Ammer  ^  dmc^ry. 
against  interest ;  191.  192.* 

entiy  by  deceased  steward,  ftc.  chafging  himself,  Id, 
by  agent    See  tit.  AgmL 
bj  party  to  suit,  evidence  against  hhn ;  71.  72.  iu. 
on  record,  thou^  merely  trustees  \  fd. 
interested,  though  not  on  record*  Id. 

of  rated  inhabitant,  on  question    of  settle* 

ment ;  Id.        > 
of   party,  for  whose  benefit  the  action   is 
bconglit,  Id* 
eilectof,  78.60. 

ef  defendant,  evidence  against  co-defendant,  when ;  44. 

in  action  of  covenant.  Id. 
of  trespass,  Id. 
to  get  rid  of  an  action  ;  78.  79. 
m    criminal    cases,    not  evidence 
against  others,  73.  74.  62. 
of  partner,  evidence  against  co-partner,  when,  73. 

after  determination  of  partnership,  ^^ 
acts  of  party,  amoantiDg  to,  171. 
tenant  cannot  dispute  his  landlord's  title,  17K 
receipt  of  tytbes,  evidence  of  being  parson,  wheOf  171. 
acte  of  owneisUpi  acquMced  tn,  19S^, 
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ADMISSION,  (coniwttid.) 

adiiiisflioD,  id  recital  of  4eed,  79» 

in  answer  in  Chanceiy,  Id. 
whole  of.  to  be  taken  together,  79. 
ADULTERY, 

action  for, 
•    confiearioD  of  wife  not  evidenoe  for  husband,  M. 
conversations    between    her    and    defendant,    err- 

dence  acainst  defendant,  64. 
manner  of  plaintiff^s  living  with  his  wife  may  be 
shown ;  64. 

or,  tlieir  leUeia^  when  living  separate,  64. 
66. 
several  acts  of  adultery    may  be  proved,   within 
the  time  specified ;  134. 

or,    indent    femiliarities    before    the 
time,  134. 
wife's  general  bad  character,  in  mtt^tion,  199. 

or    particular    acts    of  adultery  before. 
Id. 
«  or    that    she    made    the  first  advance ; 

140. 
the  plaintiff's  crim.  con.  with  other  women,  139. 

140. 
wifeV  letters  to  defendant,  not  evidence    for    de* 
fendant,  64. 
declartitlon  at  the  time  of  eloping,  209. 
AFFIRMATION*    See  tit.  Qudbtr. 
AGENT, 

admissieD  of,  when  evidence  against  principal ;  74—7^. 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  74.  75. 
within  the  scope  of  authori^,  76.  77. 
receipt  by  «^ent,  76. 
letter  of  agent,  76.  76. 
proof  of  admission,  74.  76. 
of  wife,  as  agent  of  husband,  69. 
competent  witqyss  for  principal ;  94. 
to  prove  a  sale.  Id. 
who,  such  an  agent.  Id. 
AGREEMENT.    And  see  tit.  CotUntet. 

blank  in,  when  to  be  supplied  by  parol  evidence,  418. 

for  lease,  when  a  present  demise,  406. 

consideration,  wiien  to  be  specified  in  memorandum  of^ 

439.  440. 
discharged  by  parol,  when,  444. 
mistake  in  drawing  of,  when  and  how  rectified,  468. 

469. 
pasrol  evidence  not  admissible  to  vary  or  contradict ;  437. 
44h 
as,  to  show  that  a  different  quality  of  goods  was 
contracted  for ;  438.  ^ 
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AGREEMENT,  (cfmimiied.) 

i^rwM^  MAo'M^m9tim»'m4me.w^mode  ii[ 
deliverjr,  Id.  439,     .^      t   *- 
dedaratkn  of  auctioneer,  not  to  vaiy  <;dttttliota  of 
sale,  438.    See  tit.  Emdtiteey 
stamp  not  requisite,  when,  405-r409.  «. 

specific  perfoimanpe  of.    See  lit-  Sjffijfit^       '    *. 
AUBI,  t 

remark  00  proell^i^  130.  < 
AUBIGUITY, 

latent,  explained  bj  parol  evidenou;  410. 

grtflil  of  aianor  id  S»«  tbeie  being  two  of  tbat 

name  ;  Id. 
^ienise.  to  two  of  tlie  sane  name,  41 1 . 
mistake  in  devisees  name«  Id. . 

in  (fan  descariptieB  of  the  premises,  412. 
in  the  name  of  .the  fund.  Id. 
patent,  in  deed  or  will,  not  to  be  so  eiplaiued ;  416.  417. 
but  Ihe  ciKcumstanoes  of  ^  the  testator,  maj    be 

shown  to  help  the  construction^  4 17. 
blank  in  Will  ;  416.  .  « 

in  written  agrecnmnt,  which  need  not  be  in 
writing;  416. 
ANSWER, 

in  Chancery.     See  tit.  Chaneetnf.^  ... 
APPROVEMENT, 

ancient  doctrine  of,  29. 

modern  practice,  in  its  steady  xSO.    See  Ut  Accomplice*. . 
ARBITRATION,  (See  tit.  Award.) 
ARTICLES  OF  THE  PEACE, 

exhibited  by  .wife  against  husband ;  .68. 
affidavit  contradicting,  not  to  be  receired,  68r 
ARTICLES  OF  WAR, 
how  proved,  306. 
ASSAULT, 

evidence  of  first  assault  by  plaintiff  not  admissible,  under 

general  issue,  except  in  mi^gatio|,  .129. 
what  the  party  says  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  hurt, 

when  admissible,  203. 
conviction  for  the  same,  not  evidence  in 'an  action  for 
.the  assault,  241. 
several  actions  for,  against  several,   defendant    in    one 

competent  for  a  defendant  in  another,  37. 
if  defendant,  under  plea  of  son  assault^  prove  the  assault 
on  the  same  day,  &c.  plaintiff  canndt  prove  an  assault 
ononol^rday,  165. 
ASSUMPSIT,  Sec  tit  {N'on-Asntrnpsii.) 

delivery  of  goods,  proved  by  shop-book,  when,  195—199. 
plaintiff  may  recover  less  than  is  demanded  in  the  writ^ 
J54.        "^ 
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Assumpsit,  (eomNmeii.) 

one,   who  has  receifed  von^y  for  d^fiehdaiit's  itsii  is 
oompeteDt,  63; 
ATHEIST, 

not  competent  witnesses,  17. 
ATTACHMEOT, 

of  witoeises,  for  contempt,  4.  5. 

Attendance, 

of  witness,  at  trial.    See  tit.  Wiiaufi 
ATTORNJEY, 
m         evidence  of  being,  312. 

in  action  by,  for  fees,  contents  of  bill  delivexed,  proved^ 
by  duplicate  original,  343^ 

bill  delivered  not  ooodnsiTe  against  an  addi- 
tional item,  80. 
nM  to  reveal   confidential  communications  of  a  client^ 
1 02—  1 06.     See  tiL  Coumd. 
AVERMENT, 

immaterial  what,  158 — 160.     See  alsc^  tit.  Indictmejia. 
AWARD, 

evidence,  when ;  and  when  conclusive ;  235. 287. 

between  what  parties,  179.  287. 
between  an  occupier  of  land  and  a  township,  as  to  tltti 
liabilitj  of  repairing  a  road,  not  evidence  against  ft 
succeeding  occupier,  179.  .  • 

conclusive,  on  all  matters  referred,  (whtettier  of  law  ai 
fact;)  70. 

not  as  to  matters  hot  inquired  into^  287.  288. 
matter  dehon^  to  show  the  award  void,  cannot  be  proved 

under  plea  of  no  mth  awards  141. 
in  action  upon,  submission  and  execution  of  award  to  M 
proved,  301. 

«  dubmissioh  of  all  parties.  Id. 

B 

BAIL, 

not  competent  witness  for  principal,  46. 
BANK-BOOK, 

evidence  to  prove  transfer  of  stock,  312. 
BANKRUPT, 

•ommissioners  of,  their  proceedings.     See  tit.  Covmk$ 

sionen. 
competent,  oii  proof  of  certificate  atid  of  release  lo  89* 
signees  of  his  share?iil  tlie  surplus ;  98. 
general  release  sufficient.  Id. 
eompetent,  after  second  bankruptcj,  when,  Bli  ^L. 
declarations  by,  at  the  time  of  absenting  himself,  vft, 
incompetent  to  prove  bis  own  act  of  bankruptcy,  98« 
to  increase  the  fimd ;  §1. 
4  D     '. 


>^ 
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BANKRtfPT,  (ccmtfmi^*.)  i-v-r.-'V.    i:ii\ 

ineempetent  to  support  the  cofAtnission,  evtn  ^  aAif vfltr- 

tificate  ftiKf  release ;  51.  •.  ^y* 
to  prove  antecedent  iet  of 'baoklUptcj,  M. 
creditor  of,  not  competent  te  increase  tbe^iiiid\  ^f . 
maj  support  tliecommtssioil^  dlir    ' 
petitioning,  cannot  snpporC  tbe  eonoiiaaion,  52. 
wife  of,  may  be  examined  ^  to^  lik  efleols,  6^. 
BARGAIN  AND  SALE, 

enrolment  of;  3dt«^  *    *»     •'      ,4 

indoiMment    of,  evidence   of  enrnhneffi;   wbA 
2fl8.  362. 
of  freehold  interest ;  362*^55^ 

copy  of  entolment  of,  id. 
of  chattel  interest ;  id. 

copy  of  enroknent  of,  >pro«f  of  deed  against  whom . 
366.  ^* 

BARON  (Cmat),  (Se|  tH.  ATartor^CaifH.) 
rolls  of;  316. 

ancient  writings  to  pnwe  cuitom  ;  Id.  '  ^ 

thoQgb  not  signed  by  a  tenant,  id. 
inspection  df,  99^. 
BARRAlllY, 

'       '    eonvtcHoQ  ofi  eauie  of  inc<Hnpetency,  2S. 
BASTARD, 

endeavour  to  eonoed  bfrth  i>f,  liow  and  wiven  punisfa> 

.aWe,  126.  .  ^- 

BASTARDY;  (See  tjt.  Legitimacy.) 
appeal  against  order  of, 

married    women  competent  to  prove  the   cthtt, 
'    con. ; '69: 76. 

n6t  to  prove '  any  other'  fact^  as 
want  of  access,  &e.  id. 
witness   not  compellable  to   acknowledge    him- 
self the  father,  206. 
BlGAMT,  ^       -^ 

in  prosecution  hr^  second  wife  comipelent  after  proof  of 

first  inamage  ;  €^8.  ^ 
exception  in  stat.  of,  iifhei^  either  par^  beyond  sea  for 

sevenyears,  &c.  152. 
second  olarriage,  lifter  sentence  of  divorce  or  sentence  of 
nullity,  not  within  the  statute,  247. 
BILL  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTE* 

acceptor  may  show  want  of  authority  in  the  drawer  to 
draw  the  Mil,  64. 

on  a  question,  whether  the  aoce);it09^  gave  au- 
thority to  the    drawer  Jto  dmw    a  fofiieuiar 
bill,  a  general  «)ttiioritj  for  tiiat  purpose  may 
be  shown,  133. 
acceptance  vacated  by  seolence  of  foreign  court,  262. 
drawer  of  accommodation  bMi  not  ^aompetent   for    ttie 
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BILL  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PROWISSOIIY  HOHBl -(cm 
UmmiL)  .         , 

acoeptfff  (tb«  d»<»>(la»t)  t» ,  jpvove,  tfaat'  an  lodonee 
>    (tiM  plaintiff)  tfNik  tbp  bill  for  .an  usufifoos  condder- 

atioo,  46. 
indemr,  whetto  fiM»petopit  to  pv^ove  tive  oowideratioQ 
umrious;  33.   '  .  . 

nwi|^  pMve  th«  (hU  i»9t  availablt,  far  want  of 
atMq^,  Id.  . 

BILL,  in  CbanfitfT.    See  tit. ^6y«f «ry.  i 
BILL  OF  EJ^EPTION, 

what,  and  by  i?bora  to  be  bad,  S14«  215. 
on  trkd  at  bar,  or  at  nisi  prins,  214« 
whetber  in  criminal  cases,  21^ 
not  at  quarter  sessions,  Id. 
lm<mfy  vbeif  irrit. of  errojE  lie^.l^.  . 
BILL  OF  LADING, 

signed  by  deceM^d  mutisrf  ^Tiden^  of  pfopertjr  in  the 
ooosignee,  19i. 
BILL  OF  PARTICULABS,  (See  tit.  P^i4kfd^.} 
BIRTH, 

time  of,  proved  b7  tbe  declaration,  of  xkcea^  parent; 
180. 

#f  bj  Ibe  declamtion  of  svigeon  wboat* 
tended,  181. 
phoe  of|  t^nnot  hetfo  pfOved«  J^ 
BLANK, 

pmol  evidence  to  supp||]r»  when.    S^  t^.  jEnsrffiics,  and 
tit  Amb^uky. 
BOND, 

al()srationof,  rasiiiv,  licr.  avoide  wfeien,  128. 
non  est  6ctnin»  i^^^idence  under,  id. 
solritaddieai, 

psesumptiTe  evidnn^  of  pajmenU  after  fO  yean, 
114. 

wben,  iritbintbit 
tiiq^;  Id. 
rebutted  bjr  proof  of  pajipent  of  in- 
tnnst*  U. 

bf    indoissesMtftf  by  obligor, 
.bj  obligeeyld. 
BOOK, 

of  rector  deceased^  .evidence  of  ecclesiastical  ^ues, 

184. 187. 
corporation.    See  tit.  Corporation. 
tradesmen^   wben   evidence    of  delivery    of    goods, 

195--1M. 
notice  to  produce,  336. 
^de  to  prmoe,  ttt* . 
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public,  ••    '*• 

of  bank,  to  pm^  tmittfer  of  fltock,  91t. 
of  mastef^t  oflice  in  K.  B.  U>  prove  «  ptiton  attoncr. 
312.  '       '^Aj  ^ 

r  -    * '     of  narf-cttee,  toproreiiealilof  a  akiMr^  919.* 
of  parish,  for  copies  of  rates,  511. 

for  lecotdiDg  iodentuiei  of  a|qpraitioesfaip» 

312. 
*to  pmm  elMtieii  to  pMH  oflbe,  312.  313.* 
of  prisoD,  to  prove  time  of  commitment ;  313. 

not  to  prove  ^  eamHi  Id. 
logbook  of  ship,  to  prove  tiaie  of  sailhig,  $t2»  •• 
inspection  of,  328.  .    ':     • 

entry  in,  how  proved;  320. 

day-book,  -net  evidence  to  eonlradict  paiyi-mnter. 
314. 

of  prison,  evidence,  when,  31S« 
BOUNDARY, 

hearsaf,  evidence  of,  18^184. 
perambtdatioDS,  evidence  of,  163. 
BRIBERY, 

inibnnaticin  on  statute  agamt, 

partj  bribed,  competent  witneqo,  31. 
promissory  nets  givm  fcc  bribe,  evidence 
though  unstamped,  389. 
BROKER,  (See  tit  Jif  ait.) 

of  policy,  competent)  dKKBgb  be  has  sq;ned  as  ipde^- 
writer,  37. 38.  100. 
BURGLARY, 

on  indictment  lor  bmn^affy  imd  for  bweeny^  If  wo  bur- 
glary proved  nor  larceny  pimved  it  tbe  titne  of  tbe 
supposed  burglary,  evideoc^  of  a  lareangf.  qn  a  ibrmec 
day  not  admisrible,  136. 
prisoner  may  be  acquitted  of  the  buigkry »  and  Ibund 
guilty  of  ^  larceny,  156* 
BURWNG  in  the  hand, 

benefit  of  clexcy  without,  when^  26. 
competency  ofwitness  restored  by  it;  25. 
proof  of  tbe  burning,  28. 
other  punishment  j  in  lieu  oi^  26* 
BUSHEL, 

sale  of  com  by  any  but  Wincfaeiler -buAel,  illegal^  43ft. 


pAMDEN, 

.    history,  whether  evidence  of  a  custom,  320. 
CARRIER, 

effect  of  payment  of  money  iaifep  CQifft»  in  actioD  sfainst* 
144.  148. 


•  • 


l^jD^O^  4.7}. 

of  ordinarf,  as  to  legaKtj  of  marriage,  244.        ,   ^ 
of  £D2li9k'Vtc0-coii^  abfoady.  not  endfUM  of  amoQikt 
:.--  r-  ,     olrtftl%of^goodt>  288.  "    t-  — 

CHANCERY, 

decm»;  not  iMufeagiunt  def<odant'34Bswer»  contradicfcad 
by  a  si&gie  witness,  •  6<k  'I  U). 
o'-r-*^    ^  r     evldeDoe against  wbctaSy  and  of>wbat,  262. 
'  proof  of ;  296. 

pn«iou9»  p«lSMbdiag»,  wben  to  be  prored, 

'296. 
of  ancient  deertesy  291. 
WHt  vb^.etideikeiaid  of  what,  263. 

not  evidence  of  pedigree.  Id. 
answer,  evidence  against  ihe  defendant ;  264.' 286. 
*■  -bow  fsr  evidence  fisr  -bim,  wbea  prodnced  hy  the 
other  party,  265. 
tabeo  atlogetbei^  aot-^n  parts,  264. 
evidence  tor  defendant,  in  issue  on  bill  for  disco* 
*  Terr,  when,  M» 
of  defendant,   tiot    evidence   against   co*defendant, 

266. 
of   minor,    hy    gneidian)    not    evidence    against 
bi»^  Id*- 
\' '   '•      '4)f  occQpicr  of  land,  evidence  against  a  succeeding 

occu|ifer;  i»  litheHcause ;  266,  and  examined  copy 
of  the  answer,  sufficient.  Id. 
of*  partner,  evidence  jaC  joints  debt   against   co- 
partner, Id. 
not  evidence  of  the  paztnership,  266.  267. 
of  wife,  wbetinr  eswknee  against  her,  after   hwp 

baild*8deaib,  267. 
proof  of  answer,  296. 

bill  to  be  pro^edf  to  let  in  the  answer.  Id. 
'    '  '  examined  copy  of,>euAcieDt  pnxyf;  Id. 
swearing  of  answer  prasuned;  Id. 
on    indictment    for   perjury,*  othenfris^. 

Id.  X 

-  -  so,    in   ention  -^fcr'  maiieious  » prosecution. 
Id.        .  • '   '  •*•  '•''    ■  ^ 
depositions,  evidence  betii«en'wl»t;|ttclie9,  and  when; 
267.. 

-^not  enteceiA^  depeiMtit;;  :tlSMigh  made  with- 
out interest,  268. 
in  question  of  pedigree,  not  evidenoe  against  a 

stranger,  180.  222. 
joot  evidence  for  or  against  a  stranger ;  268. 
whetbei^   in    question  of  tolla  or  custom, 
&c.  269. 
aAfr  dismissal  of  Mil,  when  evidence,  26lt 


f. 
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4n  IVPEX. 

CHANCERY,  (Miimud.)  }H:t  i . » 

d«  \mm  mm%  not  •vid«K»  btfone  amwtf  pot  io. 
270.  .   . 

mlett  defendant  in  <yiitnmH»:-Mi 
*pr  ban  wfftwud  l».  MMmr»  Id. 
«  atgi^Qtad   to  o^Mheumine, 

ordar  for  ratding,  on  trial  «t  lafiF,  g79f  287,. 
proof  of  depoaitHMa*  Sd7.  Sd3*  -      /    . 

bill  and  answer  must  be  sbown,  in  geoelal ;  297, 
ezoaptio9f »  Id* 
CHARACTEIC  . 

infiuBj  of»  wben  incapacitates  a  wilnnn^  22.    See  tit 

Wiimm. 
of  pairtf  Uy  ioit,  ^naaioaUe,  if  pot  in  kaiie*  199. 

in  action  to  mX  naide  a  will,  for  fraud  by  de- 
ibndanl*  efideQce  of  bu  geod  cbaiacter  not 
adaalaaiWe*  139. 
Bor  in  an  informatkn  for  fceepiag  false  weid»(Sj 

id. 
evidence  in  nitigadon  of  damages,  when  ;  139. 
IB  aetie*  fot  ^im,  eon.,  wife's  geneial 

bad  character ;  Id. 
tkel  defendant  was  geneqUly  suipected 
ef  Hie  crime,  ia  evidence  in  acUon 
for  a  libel,    under  general  issuer 
ojAiorwise,   wbece   defendant  jusd* 
fies;  140, 
in  .action   for  malicious  prosecodon, 
•     140.    (See  tit  J20^.} 
of  witnem,  majr  be  inapeaclmA  by  federal  evidence; 
212. 

not  by  tbe  party  producing  him.  Id. 
how  auppovted;  it  attacked,  212«  213. 
of  deceased  subscribing  witoew  to  a  will,  given  in  evi^ 

dence.  wbeiw  213i  9U^ 
CHARTER, 

explained  bj  usage,  wbed*  419—41(1. 
•  .  presumed  fjpoih  length  of  possession,  119. 

CHARTER-PARTY, 

not  to  be  contradicted  or  varied  by  paval  evidence,  4dSt 
See  tit  Erndmc$. 
CHILDREN, 

when  competMit  witaesaes,  14.  llw 
CHIROGRAPH, 

of  fine,  292. 
plRCUMSTANTIALERidwce,  124.    .    . 
See  tit.  Prnmi^Uon* 


CLERGY^ 

benefit  of,  restorefl  competenc/,  wheB,  M. 

4Hle>eiitid«d  to,  witliMt  hwiiiog  in  the  hmi^ 
S6. 
OOQHOVIT; 

neednotbefltaniped;  406. 
*'  >     othenH»e»*  if  H-«rtit«ii»'an  agreemciit,  Id. 
OOfJUEGE, 

flentence  of  emhiotrbr,  whenediicldslv^,  859.  260. 
COMMISSIONERS, 
.  ofbenkmpt,' 

may  compel  witness  to  attend,  ^. 
may  examine  bankmpt's  wife,  69. 
^  '     proceedings  of,   eviilence  ef  the  time*  of  bank- 

ruptcy after  tbe  witnesses  death,  273.  274. 

conolutiTe  ^dtk^    in  action  for  cre- 
ditor's share,  S76. 
evidence  of  petitioaing  creditor's  debt, 
&c^,    in  actions  by    or  against  the 
assignees,    unless   notice    be    given, 
&c. ;  274. 
not  cONctetM,  fhongh  no  notice,  276. 
not  evidenee,    between   other    penonft 
nol  clidning  under  the   commission- 
ers, 276. 
en   indiUment   for  perjury  before   the 
t    '      '    ■  comroissioners,    strict  proof  of  the 

bankruptcy  is  necessary,  276.  ' 
produeed    from    the    proper  custody-^ 
•    •«        and  band-wriyng  of  a  commissioneip 
'tnast  be  proved,  275. 
;*  '  'by  act  of  bariiament,' 

sentence  or,  when  conclusive,  262. 
of  excise,      •  *        .      • 

condemnation   by>  tmndurive  ef  right  %f  seiziiie 

864.  268.  ' 
depositions  before, 'in  presence  of  the  other  party, 
and  signed  by  witness,  evidence  after  the  witnessV 
death*  286. 
of  enclosure, 

may  summon  witnesses,  7. 
pOMMON, 

by  custom, 
other  comvoncis  incompetent,  if  the  custom  the  same^ 

44.  45. 
proof  of,  by  hearsay.    See  tit.  Cuftom. 
by  prescription, 
beaisay,   evidbioe  ef  a   preicriptivr    right  atNridgiiig 
a  genetal  right,  198.191. 

UMMigh  general   right  not  set  out  on  th»i«' 
cord.    Id. 


«M  INDEX. 

COMMON,  (eonHmid.) 
by  prescdptHNi, 

oitkers  cUimtiig  under,  competent,  46. 
bj  vicuuige, 

one    conmoner    nol   conpetent   (on  anodier,   49u 
COMMON-RECOVERY, 

deed  ta  make  a  tenant  to  tbe  writ  of  eirtiy,  when  ert- 
dence  of,  296. 
COMPARISON  of  hand-writi^,  571-<379. 
»  See  tit  Hamd'wnting. 

COMPETENCY, 

of  witnen.    See  tit.  Witnat. 
COMPOSITION, 

'  real,  for  tithes,  not-piesimied  from  usage,  1 19. 
CONCEALMENT, 

of  birth  of  bafftard  dbild,^  how  puniahable,  1S6. 
CONDEMNATION, 

sentence  of,  in  Exchequer.      (See  tit  JExdhefuer,    aod 

CONDITION, 
in  deed, 

parol  evidenee  not  admissible  to  vaiy,  424. 
of  sale, 

not  to   be   vaned   bv  declaratioos  of  auctioneer,  438. 
CONFESSION, 

of  prisoner,  eyidence  agaimt  him  ;  81.  Z% 

not  evidence  against  otiiefs,  82.  63. 
to  be  taken  altc^ether,  83. 
on    examination    before    magistrate,   thou^ 
not  signed  by  prisoner,  82. 

prieoner  not  to  be  on  oath.  Id, 
under  threat  or  promise,  not  evidence ;  81. 
discovery,    in  consequence  of,  may  be 
shown,  83.* 
^  •  in  high  treason,  84. 

sufficient  to  convict,  when,  84.  86. 
evidencepf  collateral  facts,  86. 
on  death-bed;  2ei. 

of  witness  to  a  will,  evidence  agamst  the  will ;  201. 
evidence  of  good  character  of  other  witnesses 
deceased,  in  answer,  213. 
CONSENT, 

on   indictment  for  coursing  deer  *^  wkhotti  Ae  amunt  if 
tkecmner^^  the  want  of  consent  must  be  shown,  161. 
CONSIDERATION, 

of  agreement^  within  s.  4.  of  stat  of  frauds,  must  be 
stated;  439. 

as,  of  promise  to' pay  'debt  of  third  persona ;  Id. 
of  bargain,  within  s.  17.  need  not,  441. 
indeed,  424. 

another  may  be  proved^  be<Mea  that ;  424-*42'7. 


'  J  M  D  l!  X.  «47« 

i;ONSID£RATION,  (eonh'fiued) 

though  no  coDsideration  stated)  4S6.  426. 
,  or  >^  fer  dhreis  considcratioDS  ;"  426.  426. 
of  greater  or  less  value*  426; 
.  '>         dyfereDt'Consideratkm  may  he  showo,   in  case  of 
fraud,  &c.,  427. 

v*  not  by  party  subportibg  the  deed,  426. 

CONSPIRACY, 

on  indictmeiit  for,  tlie  wife  of  one  defendant  not  a  wit- 
ness for  the  others,  66.  GQ.  '      ' 

the  act  of  one,  in  pursuance  of  ihe  ori- 
ginal plan,  evidenee  agaifist  the 
rest,  74, 
.  what  one  bad  said,  ad  to  the  share  <^ 
another  in  the .  transaction,  or  as  to 
the  cominon  o^ect,  is  not  evidenoo 
against  that  other.  Id. 
conviction  of,  renders  incompetent,  when,  23.  * 

CONSTABLE, 

appointment  of«  need  not  be  proved,  when ;  78. 
proof  of  acting  as  such,  Id^ 
CONTRACT, 
marine, 
between  master  of  ship  and  seamen  to  be  in  writing; 
433. 

not  void,  though  not  in  writing ;  Id* 
if  in  writing,  not  to  be  varied  by  parbl  evi- 
dence, Id. 
to  be  produced  b/  the  master,  337; 
mercantile, 

usage,  when  evidence,  in  construction  of,  432.  434. 
435. 
of  service  for  year,  wages  due  in  proportion  to  the  time 

of  service,  436. 
to  be  proved,  as  set  out  on  the  record ;  158.  160. 
article,   as  to  Uquidaiion  of  damageSf  need  not  be  set 
out,.  161. 
CONVICTION, 

on  game  laws,  150, 

whether  necessary  to  disprove  all  the  qualifications,  i5<li 
by  magistrate, 

when  to  be  drawn  up ;  324. 
coacluaive  evidence  for   hinif  lA  ain    action,  until 
quashed,  260—262.  . 
for  not  repairing  a  road,  evidence  of  liability,  224*  232* 
.    for  assault  not  evidence  in  ac^on  for»  241. 

of  bigamy,   evidence  against  legality  of  marriage  in  4 

^  civil  action,  240.    ^ 
of  principal,  evidence  against  accessary,  irhen,22d.  230. 
in  criminal  cases,  whether  evidence  in  civil,  68.  237 — ^241. 
dot  ooncliliive  as  to  the  .^tye  ot.  compittint  the  nMmtt^ 
216.  ' 

4  m 
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CONVICTION,  (continued.) 

.party  cdhviGted,  entith&d  tocopf  of  coovicUoD,  334. 
reVrardS)  for  prosecuting  to  coovictioD,  in  what  cases,  80: 
witness,  tnfbonpetent  on  conTiction,  when ;  22.  23.,  kc^ 
proof  of  judgment,  necessary,  24. 
COPY,  (and  see  tit.  DupliaUe.  Enrolment.  Writing.) 
ot  record,  289. 

under  great  seal,  Id. 

seal  of  court,  290. 
eiamined  copy,  291. 

.  proof  of,  291. 
office  cop^,  291.  292. 

authenticated  by  proper  officer,  292. 
of  depositions,    not  erSdenoe    in    other    courts^ 
292. 
of  Mcord  of  ac4)uittal,  how  obtained,  322. 
of  deed,  &c..,  not  «^id^nce,  tvhen  the  original  can  be  pro*' 

duced,  167. 
of  proceedings  before  commissioners  of  bankrupt,  273. 
274. 

of  inferior  jurisdictions,  325—328. 
of  entriea  in  public  books,  320.  321. 

rule,  to  obtain  copies  of,  328 — 333. 
COPYHOLD, 

not  devisable,  within  stat.  of  wills,  374. 
devise  of,  good  as  declaration  of  uses  ;  Id. 

attestation  and  signature,  not  necessary ;  Id. 
unless    required    by   the   terms  of  the  sorreii- 
der,  Id. 
.paper,  signed  by  copyholders,  evidence  as  to  customs,  194.. 
CORONER.     See  tit.  Deposiiionsy  Inquisition. 
QORfORATlON, 

bobks  of,,  evidence  between  the  members,  319. 

not  against  strangers.  Id. 
entry  in,  to  be  made  by  proper  officer,  320. 
proper  custody  of,  tobesbowa';  319.  320. 

corporator  may  produce,  350. 
,  inspection  of,  330— 33!i. 
deed.c^,  doe.^  not  reqinre  delivery ;  361. 
^    ttiembers  of,  competent  witnesses,  when  ;  57. 59.  98; 

disfranchised,  how,  98.  99. 
seal  of|  how  pro\^,  291. 
GGST&, 

persons  liable  to,  not  competent ;  46.' 

bail  not  ^i^petieot  for  principal ;  46. 
rated  inhabitants,  not  incompetent  on  MBgfpm^^ 
47. 
.  jfovernors  of  popr-heuse,  if  liable  to  (oetSt  ^^ 
vidually,  are  notctnupetent;  67. 

competent,  if  liable  only  in  tt  corporate  c»- 
]pircity,  Id. 
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COSTS,  (emUinued.) 

sheriff's  (Acer,  who  indemnifiesy  not  competent,  46. 
of  prosecution,  when  allowed,  87.  * 

on  taxation  of,  expense  of  witness  from  i^bfodd  allowed, 
when,  3.  * 

of  depositions  taken  abroad,  not 
allowed,  11. 
COUNSEL, 

professional  confidence  with  client,  102 — lOfi. 
confidential  communications  not  to  be  given  in  evidencci 
103. 

though  proceedings  finished ;  103. 
not  in  actions  between  third  persons, 
nor  after  dismissal  of  solicitor ;  Id. 
what  communications  privileged,  Id. 
jplicitor  and  attorney  within  same  rule.  Id. 
so,  interpreter  between  coqnsel  and  client.  Id. 
person  not  an  attorney,  though  considered  as  such,  not 

within  the  rule,  Id. 
of  what  facts,  they  wzy  give  evidence,  105. 
third  person,  who  hears  the  communication,  may  speak  to 

it,  103.  104. 
communications  to  other  persons  not  privileged,  104* 
COUNTERFEITMONEY.     See  tit.  UUering. 
COUNTY, 

inhabitant  of,  competent  on  indictment  for  non-iepair  of 
bridge,  when,  93: 
COURT.     See  tit.  AdmiraUy,  Chancery.  Eccksiastical. 
of  exclusive  jurisdiction ,  24 1 .     See  tit.  JudgmeiU, 
of  inferior  jurisdiction,  298« 

proceedings  in,  how  proved  ;>  296.  298. 

whether  a  party  has  a  right  to  ft  copy 
of,  and  when,  325 — 328. 
COVENANT.     See  tit.  Deed. 
COVERTURE, 

evidence  of,  undernon-cuntiRpsti^,  127. 
under  nan  estfaetum,  128. 
\  on  plea  of,  if  it  appears  that  the  husband  went  abroad 

above  seven    years   before    the  commencement  ef  the 
suit,  the  defendant  ought  to  prove  him  alive  within  that 
time,  163. 
CREDITOR, 

of  bankrupt,  when  competent,  61.    See  tit.  Bankrwa4, 
CRIMEN  FALSI, 

conviction  of,  incapacitates  witness,  22/- 
CRIMES, 

what  incapacitate  a  witness,  22.  23. 
CRIMINAL  CONVERSATION;     See  tit  Aduikry. 
CROSS-EXAMINATK^.    43ee  tk.  fPiTnett. 
CUSTOM.     And  see  tit  TolU. 

that  lord  of  manor  shall  l\av^  conmoD  ift  aH  the  lands  de- 
mised^ void,  43a 
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CUSTOM,  Utmiinued.) 

Dot^adpiissible,  to  show  time  of  entering  or  quittiw  a  fai^ 
different  from  that  expressed  in  the  lease  ;  430. 

**  to  quit  at  Michae^as"  meand  New  Michaelmas^ 

right  bji  thoueh  not  expressed  In  lease ;  429. 
as,  for  faeriot, 

or  way -going  cr6t>,  Id. 

proof  af,  by  dearsaj,  182.  189. 

hearsay  of  deceased  person,  though  he  claim- 
ed under  the  custom^  183.  184. 
verdict,  though  between  other  parties,  233. 
depositions  not  evidence  against  stranger  to 
fonner  suit,  180. 

paper  signed  by  copyholders,  194. 
Gourt'foils  of  manor,    and  ancient  writiogs, 

187.188.315.316. 
proof  of  custom,  in  adjoining  parish  or  ma- 
nor, not  evidence ;  130. 

otherwise,  on  a  question  of  Umtrt 
in  one  of  several  connected  ma- 
nors, 130. 

DAY-BOOK.    See  tit.  Book. 
PEAF  AND  DUMBi 

how  to  give  evidence,  13. 
DEATH, 

abroad,  evidence  of,  |62.  176. 

S resumed,  at  the  expiration  of  seven  yean,  &c.  162. 
eath-bed  declarations.    See  tit.  bedaraUons. 
on  issue  as  to  the  death  of  a  particular  person,  the  party- 
asserting  the  death  has  to  prove  it,  162. 
DEBT.     (See  tit.  Bond,  Deed,  JYon  est  factum.) 

on  foreign  judgment— the  judgment  prima  facie  evidence. 
262.253. 
PBCLARATIONS.     gee    tit.  Admimqns,   Evidence,  Heanay. 
on  death-bed,  ^ 

in  criminal  cases,  evidence,  when ;  200^ 
whether  made  in  extremes,  a  question  for  (he  Court. 
200. 

of  accomplice,  201. 

of  attainted  person,  xkot  evidence.  Id. 

in  civil  cases,  evidence,  201.   ^ 

confession  of  subscribing  withie^  to  inill.  Id.. 
See  tit.  Confemon* 
©ECREE.     See  tit.  Cha^icmi. 
DEED.    See  tit.  Writingi      ' 

ambiguity  in,  how  explained-     See  tit..  j9iti%ii%. 
ancient,  explained  by  usage,  wh^n,  421. 
nop    est    factum,   evidence    under.    See   tit    jfim   ^ 
factum* 
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DEED,  (conlmtMff.) 

presumed  from  uss^e,  when,  119*  120. 
variance  in  proof  of;  16?. 

execution  of,  proved  by  subscribing  witness;  356.  S67. 
368. 

signing;  358. 

not  essential  to  a' deed,  Id. 

required   by    statute   of  bauds,  when, 

Id. 
attestation  of,   in  deeds  under  powers^  ^ 

358—360. 
sealing;  360. 
delivery,  what  sufficient ;  361. 

on  another   day  may   be  shown, 
488. 
subscribing .  witness  may  pro^e  it  forged, 
32. 
when  subscribing  witiiess  not  producible,   how 

proved ;  362.  303. 
proof  of  party's  signature,  when  sufficient,  363. 

364. 
need  lx>t  be4>roved,  when  ;  349 — ^352. 

1.  deed  30  years  old  ;  349. 

custody  of,  to  be  shown,  when,  349. 

2.  deed  enrofled ;   362.    See  tit.   En- 

TolmenL 

3.  recital,    when  evidence  against    the 

party  to  reciting  deed,  366^ 

4.  deed  produced  under  order  of  Courts 

356. 
mistake  in,  when  rectified  in  equity,  458. 
parol  evidence,  not  admissible  to  vary  or  add' to,  424— 
482. 

except  in  case  of  fraud,  &C.-427.  '^ 
another  consideration   may  be  shown  ; 
424—427.      See  tit^     Cmuideraiiony 
and  Evidmice. 
or  different  day  of  delivery,  428. 
notice  to  produce,  336^    See  tit  NoUee. 
'  produced  under  notice,  pit>ved*by  the  other  pftrty,  when  ^ 
343. 

when  not,  345. 
counterpart,  eviddnde  against  Ae  party,  without  notice 

to  produce  the  original,  340. 
pnrfiM  dispensed  with,  when,  349. 
secondary  evidence  rf,  whmi  admissible ;  346.  34*/. 

proof  of  thrfoss,  Ucj  of  writteninsbimient,  3^7.  M8» 
DEFAULT,  :' 

judgtoent'by,  ilsefiect,  as  an  adddssfata,  141. 
defendant,  after  judgment  by,  n6t  competent  ibr  or  ^^im^ 
%  plaintiff,  in  action  on  joint  contract,  62. 
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DEFAULT,  {eanHnued.) 

9WSfkWn%  fi»  co-defend- 
Mit  mtr«yef>  €3. 
DSrENDANT» 

diflcbarged  and  made  witness,  when,  61. 

submitting  to  fine,  en  nidictiBent  for  assault,  may 

be  witness  for  anolbtr  defendant,  €2. 
mffering  judgment  by  debult,  in  case  of  misdemean- 
•  our,  62. 

*  or,  in  action  on  joint  contract,  not 

witness    for    or    against    plaintiff. 
Id. 
in  trespass^  witaeas  for  another,  when  the  trespasses  are 

different,  61. 
in  ejectment,  how  made  witness,  62. 
witness    made    defendant   by   mistake — ^may  be  struck 
out,  63. 

in  an  information,  nolle  pioseqoi  entered  i  63. 
DEMAND, 

particular  of.     See  tit.  Partictdar. 
DEMUftRER  TO  EVIDENCE, 
what,  21& 

facts  admitted,  216. 
counsel  for  the  ciown  nnt  compellable  to  join,  217, 
not  allowed  in  the  king's  case,  1 13. 
under  the  control  of  the  Court,  217. 
DEPOSITIONS.    See  tit  ExoiMnaHtms. 
de  bene  esse,  10.  ' 

by  consent ;  10.  272. 
when  evidence,  272.  273. 
on  question  of  pedigree,  not  evidence  against  a  stranger  to 

the  firat  suit,  176—179. 
evidence  of  custom,  when,  269*     ' 
not  evidence  against  strangers  to  the  former  suit,  180. 

222.  269. 
In  Chancery.    See  tit.  Chanctry. 
in  ecclesiastical  court,  1266. 
before  commissioneisof  bankrupt  }  «     ..  r..,m^4^;^^ 

commissioners  of  excise.     ) 
before  corona',  undef  stat  Ph.  k  M.,  279. 

must  contain  the  ^eet  of  the  evidence ;  27d* 

280. 
to  lie  certified  together  vHh  4e   inqui- 
sition; 279. 
tii^en  upon  bath;  82. 
need  not  be  taken  in  the  piesencc  of  pri- 

eoner ;  280. 
evidence  on  trial  of  prisoner,  fvheAt  Ml. 
Iieibve  inagiilrate;  under  ttat  of  Pk.  ^  M.  276«r^9. 

w  case  «f  leiony,  how  (akea ;  276.  277. 
horn  fH^fftJfied  and  tiawiuttH)  {  276.  279« 
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BEPOSITIONS,  {tifMuva^.) 

need  not  be  signed  bj  depdnmt;  277. 
'       278. 
evidence  against  piiaoner.  wben,  277* 
in  misdemeanors  or  ciTil  cases,  not  evi* 

dence,  278. 
in   petty  treason,  not  sufficient  to  con- 
vict of  the  treason,   but  will  3uppoit 
a  conviction  for  the  murder,  278. 
evidence  for  prisoner,  to  cpntradict  wit- 
ness, 212.  279.  325. 
^prisoner  has  no  right  to  copy  of,  324. 
conviction,  purportilftg  to  set  ont  depo- 
sition, not  evidence,  212. 
of  pauper.     See  tit.  Exomtfiatton. 
of  witness  abroad  or  goii%  iibroad,  when  evidence : 

272, 273. 
of  witness  in  India,  273. 
proof  of;  297. 

office  c(^y,  not  evidence  in  other  courts  ;  292. 
attested  by  judge'e  deik,  292. 
i&EVISE.     See  tit.  W^. 
DOOMSD^AY-BOOK. 

account  of,  302.  303. 
when  evideotiGie.    Id. 
DU6DALE, 

baronage,  not  evidence  to  prove  a  descent,  320. 
aaonasticon,  not  evidence  as  to  the  order  of  a  monas- 
tery.    Id. 
DUPLICATE  ORIGINAL. 

of  notioe  to  pn>duce,  notice  to  quit,  &e.  342.  343. 
taken  by  copying  machine,  not  evidettce»  343. 


EASEMENT, 

gfant  of,  presumed    from  20  years  enjoyment,    120-^ 

124. 
as  against  the  reversiciier,  wtren  ;  123. 
presumed  from  shorter  enjoyment,  wfaen^ 
121. 

See  tit.  Prewmptim. 
ECCLESIASTICAL  GOURT^ 
suit  in,' 

number  of  witnesses  to  |irove  a  htt ;  1 10. 
pnoi  of  tediforaimatter  arisikig  Iftcidentallfy  1 10. 
,.  .    depoMonam,  wiieii  evidence,  286. 
sentence  of,  243—248. 

of  hniiitf,  4Mr  in  affiimanoe  oC  nanriage,  cooclu^ 
MveoD^qoatkmof  kgkimtey,  wbeb*,  243. 
cQKteire  oiilHal  for  polygasiy ;  847. 
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ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT,  (caniw^etL) 
sentence  of, 

in  fL  cause  of  jactitatioa,  eyidenoe  in  ejectment  | 
.  ^  .  not   coDcIuaive;    244. 

246. 
,    jDucb  leas,  in  crimiul 
pioaecotio&Sy  246. 
eridence between  what  parties;  243. 

when  QOodu&iFe  as  to  all.  243.  244. 
impeachable  for  fraud,  248.  * 
on  validitj  of  will,. and  rif^t  of  administiatioiir 
conclusiTet  24d.     S^  tit  Probate. 
proof  of,  298.  3^0. 
ledger-book,  when  evidence,  299. 
BIECTMENT, 

judgment  in,  condosiire  in  action  for  meane  profits,  whea, 

224. 
tenant  in  possession  not  competent  for  defendant,  under 

whom  he  holds,  48. 
witness,  who  is  to  have  a  lease  of  the  lands  (if  recovered), 

not  competent  for  the  plaintiff,  48. 
witness,  oilled  by  defendant,  not  competent  to  prove 

himself  the  real  tenant,  and  defendant  hi»  bailiff,  62. 
notice  to  quit  at  a  certain  time,  served  penonally  and  not 
objected  to,  evidence  of  the  time  of  entrf ;  80. 
proved  by  duplicate  original ;  343. 

...  if  attested,  proved  bjr  subscribing  witness. 

367.  r 

ENDOWMENT 

of  vicarage,  when  presumed,  •119. 
ENROLMENT, 

of  bargain  and  sale,  under  stat.  of  H.  8.  292.  362. 

indorsement,  when  evidence  of,  292. 
copy  ofi  when  evidence  of  execution, 
362. 
of  other  deeds,  when  evidence,  36& 
ENTRY,  ^ 

in  boofcs*  >y  receiver  of  monej,  against  interest,  191.  192: 
ESTOPPEL, 

by  judgment  or  verdict,  when,  119. 
EVIDENCE, 

admissibility- of,  a  question  for  the  judge,  13. 
written  or  unwritten  ;  218. 

wnfings,  public  or  private ; 
public,  of  record  or  not  of  record ; 
public  writings  not  of  record,  judicial  or  not  ju- 
dicial. Id. 
bill  of  exceptions  to.  .  See  tit  BiU  of  Exeepium, 
demyrrer  to.     See  tit  Deamrrer  to  Evuknce. 
presumptive.    See  tit  PrsMmyliim. 
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EVIDENCE,  (eontinuid.) 
genentl  rules  of. 

1.  Evidence  confined  to  points  in  issue,  126. 
under  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  126.   See  tit.  AVMi-aifimtpnt 

non  est  factum ,  1 28.    See  tit.  J^an  est/actum, 
•     notguiJtj  in  trespass,  1S9.  See  tit  Tretpms, 
under  issue  on  custom,  130.    See  tit.  Afonor,  Cttftom. 
proof  of  other  acts  when  admissible ;  133. 

on   a  question,   whether  the  acceptors   bad  given 

autb<Mrit7  to  the  drawer  to  draw  &  jHUiicvlar^WL 

pajable  to  a  fictitious  person,  a  general  autboritj 

maj  be  shown,  133. 

in  trespass,  what  or  how  many  acts  of  trespass  maj 

besnown,  134. 
fa  action   for  slander,  when  other  actionable  words 

maj  be  proved,  134. 
on  trial  for  treason,  no  orert-act  of  a  distinct  trea- 
son oan  be  proved,  136. 
on    indictment    iot   infamous    offisnce,    proof   that 
deHsndant  has  a    general    disposition   to  commit 
such  offences,  or  that  he  has  committed-  such  an 
offence  at  another  time,  is  not  evidence,  136. 
when  ether  acts  of  the  prisoner  are  evidence  againti 
Ua,  as  showing  his  intentions,   eonUmpercmieeim 
\  acts  are  ^Is^  evidence  in  his  favour,  138. 

on  indklment  for  uttering  forced  notes  or  counterfaiC 
money,  proof  of  his  utteiwig  others  similar,   ad* 
missible,  137. 
character  of  either  party,  when  examinable  in  civil 

suit,  J  39.    See  tit.  (Mraeter. 
facts  admitted  on  record,  need  not  to  be  proved; 
14K 

cannot  be  contradicted,  141. 
2.  The  affirmative  of  tlM"  issue  to  be  proved,  150. 
^  in  action  on  game-laws,  plaintiff  need  not  disprove 

the  several  qualifications ;  150. 

whether  such  evidence  necessary  to  sup- 
'  port  a  conviction  by  magistrates,  150, 
negative,  when  to  be  proved  ;  151. 

where  breach  of  duty  alleged,  151, 
where  a  person  i^  charged  with  doing  the 
act  complained  of  **  without  giving  due 
notice,*'  151. 
on  indictment    for  coursing  deer  *<  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  owner,'*  151. 
on  an  issue  upon  the  death  of  a  particular 
person,  the  party  asserting  the  death  has 
to  prove  it,  152. 
3.  Subatattce  only  of  the  issue  need  be  prafved,153. 
plea  of  payment  of  principal  sum  and  interests- 
sufficient  to  prove  that  a  gross  sum  was  paid  and  ac- 
cepted as  full  payment,  153. 
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l:VIDENCE,  {ctmUnued.) 

proof  of  tender  and  refusal  sufficient  proof  of  an 

averment  of  pajrmetft,  when,  154. 
in  action  of  waste — sufficient  to  prove,  that  de- 
fendant cut  a  less  number  of  trees ;  154, 
in  action  on  simple  contract,  plaintiff  maj  prore 

less  than  the  writ  demands ;  164. 
in  action  against  sheriff,  plaintiff  declaim  that  he 
bad  J.  S.  and   his  wife  in  eiecution, 
^  praof  that  he  had  only  J.  S.  is  sufficient, 

in  action  for  slander,  rale  as  to  the  proof  of  the 

woods,  154. 
proof  that  A.  was  churchwarden  not  sufficient  on 
issue,  whether  A.  and  B.  w^ve  ^urchwarden8» 
156. 
averment^  that  the  cattle  (damap-ieasant)  were 
levant  and  couchant,  is  ,not  proved  hj  showing 
that  pari  of  theii%  were  so,  156. 
ayerment,  that  plaintiff,  was  constahle  of  a  parti* 
cular  parish,  is  not  supported  by   proof,  tet 
he  was  sworn  in  to  serve  for  a  .liberty,  of  which 
the  parish  was  only  part,  156. 

(See  other   examples  owier  tit.  Mwrder. 
PrtncipaLy 
averments  immaterial,  when,  158.  159. 
Gootascts  to  be  M^Iy  stated^and  proved  as  stated, 
150—160. 
4.  The  best  evidepce  to  be  given,  167.  ^ 

meanioff  of  the  rule,  167. 
copy  of  deed  not  evidence,  when  the  deed  can-  be 

produced^  Id*   ,  •      . 

parol  evidence  of  license  from  the  crown  not  ad- 
missible, 16T. 
longest  possible  evidence  not  neceesaiy  ;  leSjtt*-   « 
execution  of  deed  proved  by  single  witness ;  Id. 
hand-writing   proved   or  disproved  by  witness 
acquainted  with  writer^s  style,  169.170. 
exceptions  to  general  rule,  17Q. 

copy  of  entiy  in  public  books  ;  170. 
appoiotmeDt  of  constables,  ^.    need  not  b^  j 

Iproved;  170.  171.  I 

where  the  party,  against  whom  the  secondary 
^  evidence  is  offered,    has  precluded  himself 

from  disputing  it,  171.     SeeiiU  Admisdon. 
6.  Hearsay,  not  evidence,  173. 

See  tit.  Hearsay, 
parol  evidence,  when  admissible  widi  reference  to  writt^ 
instruipents,  410,  &c.  ^  • 

to  explain  latent  ambiguity ;  4ia  &c. 

See  tit.  Ambiguiti^ 


\ 
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EVIDENCE,  {eowUnued.) 

to  teplain  mistake  in  win,  411. 

as  to  devisee,  411.  414. 
•  fund,  412. 

description  of  pro- 
pertF,  41«. 
or  in  entry  of  somnder  of  copyhold, 
290. 
to  explain  latent  ambjgujtj ;  416. 
blank  in  wtSi  ;  418. 

in  agreement,  which  need  not  have 

h^tk  written,  418.  419. 
in  instrument,  kept  to  record  a 
fact  r  419. 
blttik  10  bishop's  register,  Id. 
•     not  to  control  or  enlarge  a  will ;  423. 
t  parol  evidence  to  show  fraud,  428. 

not  to  contradict,  vary,  or  add  to  terms  of  deed ;  424* 

as  to  show  difffti^nt  condition,  or  another  use.    Id* 

another  consideration  may  be  shown,   when ; 

424.  427. 

consideration  contrary  to  the    deed,  cannot  be 

shown,  except  to  show  fraud,  &o.  427. 
deMvery  on  a  different  day  may  be  shown,  428. 
customary  right  may  be  shown,  though  not  ex* 
press^ indeed,  when;  429. 

as  for  heriot,  or  way*goingcn>p ;.  id. 

if  inconristent  with  the  deed,  it  cannot  be  shown, 

490.  4da 
words  having  a  legal  meaning,  how  to  be  under* 
.     stood,  431.  432. 
parol  evidence  not  to  contradict  policy  of  insurance,  432* 

charter-party,  433. 
piomissory  notes,  4S3b 
^■^  mercantile       contracts; 

433. 
usage  re]{arded  inccmstriiction  of,  434— -436. 

not  to  contndict,  307. 
not  to    contradict  agreement  within  stat  of  frauds; 
437_441. 

fSee  tit  Agrumeui.') 
collateral  tacts,  to.  show  the  meaning  of  contracting  par^ 

ties,  when  admissible,  443.  444. 
usage,  to  expisin  ancient  charter,  419. 

deed;  421.  •  .. 

terms  of  admission  to  copyhold,  421.  ^ 

covenants  not  to  be  construed  by  party's  acts,  422. 
parol  agreement  dischaiged  by  parol ;  444— -447. 

discharge  of,  a  good  defence  in  equity  to  bill  fer 
specific  performance,  446. 
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EVIDENCE,  {amiinued.) 

rule  in  equity^  same  as  «t  k#»  • « to  adminibtlitj  of  parof 
•Tkkbee;  448. 

lule  as  to  defendant,  on  a  bill  for  specific  peribcm* 
aMe,  449 — 461. 

as  to  plaintiff;  451 — 468. 
mla  as  to  rectifjrhig  mistakes  in  deeds  ;  &c.  468. 
raising  trusts  in  wills,  460. 
seeondarj  4nfidenoe,  when  allowed,  170.  346. 
EXAMINATION.    See  tit.  6«p»t^ioii. 

of  pauper,  not  evidenoe  on  question  of  settlement  against 

appellant  parish,  S83. 
of  single  #ooian  pregnant,  evidence  against  reputed  br 
tber  aAer  defath^  284. 

tboogh  be  was  not  present,'  284.  286. 
of  soldier,  (under  mutinj  act),  when  evidence  on  ques*^ 
tion  of  settlement^  286. 

attested  copy,  given  to  oommanding  ofioer,. 

evidence,  Id. 
not  evidence,  if  tbe  aokUer  abroad,  or  dead, 
or  out  of  the  armj,  286.  286. 
of  witness.     See  lit*  Witness* 
EXCEPTION,  (Bill  of,)  see  tit.  BiU  o/  Eampttm. 
EXCHEqUER, 

judgment  in  rem  in,  231 « 

of  condemnation,  conctusivo  evidenoe  of  rig^t  of 
seizure,  264* 

as  to  all  persons.  Id. 
of  acquittal^  whether  conclusive  as  to  illegalitj  of 
seizure,  268. 
EXCISE,  see  tit.  Commissumen. 
EXCOMMUNICATION, 

witness  not  ineompetent  from,  18, 
EXECUTION, 

of  deed  or  will,  see  tit.  Deed.  WUL  *^ 

EXECUTOR,  see  tit.  ProbaU: 

proof  of  being  appointed,  299. 

de  «on  tort,  not  incompeteBt,  as  liable  to  actions,  40. 

EXEMPLIFICATION, 

of  record,  under  great -seal,  289. 

under  seal  of  court,  296L 
of  deed  or  will,  not  evidenoe,  290L  366. 


FACTOR,  see  tit.  Agtnt. 
PELONY, 

conviction  of,  renders  incompetent,  22. 
FEME  SOLE, 

in  action  by  woman  as,  d^fitfndant  cannot  caU  the  husband 
to  prove  tbe  marriage,  64. 


IKDBX.  mi 

FENCES, 

oq  qatstion  of  IkbiUtj^  to  ttpatey  oonmoMns  not  ccnn* 
petent,  45. 
FINE, 

chirograph,  evidence  of,  292. 

copj  of  ptoclaomticnn  1^  obifogrttpber^  «ot  evideiiGe.  Id. 
proclamatlMiiboirpiored,  M.  .     . 

•     FISHERY, 

entr J  of  llocMed  in  Court-  rotis,  eviddne^jfor  person  claim- 
ing onder  lord  of  manor ;  187. 

though  payment  under  the  licence  not  pvoTed, 

FDREMOI  COURTS,  flee  tit.  Adamul^. 

sentence  of,  establishing  a  ovuflfage,  conclusive,  when; 

•        of  acquittal  on  charge  of  murdet;  W^t 

vacating  acceptance  of  hiH  of  exchange ;  Id. 
prima  ncie  evidence  of  debt,  in  action  on  fort^n 

judgment,  26S.  %&^, 
proof  of;  301. 
fofeignlaw,  howiHoyed,  387. 
FORFEITURE, 

conviction,-  not  condiksiv^  as  to  the  Isima  of  cflbnce,  nn- 
less  specially  founds  219.  240. 
FORGERY,    . 

oonviotiott  of,  renders  incompetent,.  22. 
party  injured,  incompetent  witness  on  indictment, #rhen; 
88—91. 

^     incompetent  to  prove  forgery,  88. 

or  other  sMteiial  iact ;  88. 
may  prove  a  fiict  merely  ci^lateiid,  89. 
hand- writing  bow  disproved,  170.  373. 
seal  forged,  proved  by  seal  et^jravers,  210. 
forged  instrument  evidence,  without  stamp,  400. 
FRAUDS,  (Statute  oO,  see  tit.  StoMt. 

GAME-LAWS, 
action  on, 

plaintiff  need  not  disprove  the  qualiBcations,  160. 
conviction  on, 

whether  gocK^  without  such  negative  evidence  ;  Id. 
only  general  evidence,  at  least,  necessaiy,  151. 
party  convicted,  to  be  imprisoned  only  in  case  of  want 
of  distress,  261. 
GAZETTE, 

evidence  of  public  acts,  when,  305. 

of  pificlamatioiis,  public  addresses,  fcc.  Id. 
not  of  piesenUtioDS,  or  promotions,  fcc.  808. 
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GAZETTE,  (amUmed.) 

eyidence  of  notute  of  disaoktion  of  partnersbipy  wben» 
306. 
GRANT, 

ancienty  e<plaioed  bj  usage,  421.422. 

potMBBion  of,  to  be  abowii,  when,  317. 
presumed  from  length  of  possessioo  ;  1 19. 
as  against reTeisiooeir,  when;  123. 
Go*«xten8ive  with  the  enjoyment,  122. 
See  tit.  U$age,    EaitmaU.    PremmpUom, 
GUARDIAN, 

not  competent,  in  action  by  inlant,  46. 

answer  of  minor  by,  evidence  against  guajniiatt,  266. 

•    H 

HABEAS  CORPUS, 

writ  of,  for  briDging  up  Vitnea  in  cuatodr,  9. 
HAND-WRITING, 

proof  of,  by  one  who  has  se^n  the  penon  write,  364^— 
366. 

or  who  has  received  letten  fiom  hin^ 
367—370. 
in  caseof  Alg.  Sidney,  365. 
ift  case  of  sefen  bishops,  371 — 373. 
comparison  ef,  notaFlowed;  371 — 378. 

otherwise^  in   case  of  ancient  writiius. 
•  372—374. 

forgery  of,  how  proved,  373. 
HEARSAY, 

general  rule  as  to ;  J  73. 
exceptions, 
evidence  on  question  of  pedq;ree,  as  to  the  state  ot 

the  &mlly,*  174.  175. 
dedarations,   papers;  &c.  in  the  family,  recitals  in. 

family  deeds,  fee.  when  evidence,  174 — 176. 
declarations  of  deceased  husband,  as  to  legitimacy 

of  wife,  176. 
of  deceased  parent,  to  prove  time  of 
birth,.  ISO. 

not  to  prove  place  of  birth,  160«, 
or  want  of  access.     Id. 
not  evidence,  if  made  post  litem  mortam, 
176—178.  183. 

or     if    the     relative     alive, 
176. 
depositions,  or  answer,  in  a  former  sui^ 
not  evidence  against  a  stranger,  }77>^^' 
179. 
hearsay  of  boundaries,  or  custom,  182-^184.' 
(tadltioD  of  particular  4ict,  not  evidence,  184. 
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JHEARSAT,  {etmdnved.) 

of  public  n^t»;  183.  189. 
wliether  evidence  o(  private  rights,  189.  190. 
entry  of  receipt  of  rent  by  deceased  persoOy  not 
evidence  for  one  claiming  under  fainiy  188. 
evidence  agahut  siicf  person ;  193.^ 
how  proved,  195« 
entiy  bj  deceased  rector,  as  to  ecclesiastical  does ; 
184—187. 
in  tradesman's  book,  evidence  of  deliveij:  of 
goods,  196-—I99. 
declarations,  or  entries  in  books,  against  interest. 
.  191—194. 

bj.steward,  &c.  charging  himself ;  191.  192. 
by  person,  that  certain  goods  were  not  his 

propertjr;  193.  194. 
by  oc<;ypier  ci  land,  as  to  the  extent  of  ad- 
joining tenant's  land;  194. 
not  evidence,  if  the  person  alsve,  195. 
testimony  of  witness  in  former  trial,  when  evidence, 
the  witness  being  dead,  or  kept  away  by  the  other 
party,  199. 
dying  declarations,  200..  see  tit.  Dedarationt. 
« part  of  res  gest^^  when  evidence ;  202. 

decoration  by  bankrupt,  in  absenting  him-" 
self,  Id. 
*  by  woman  at  the  time  of  elope- 

.  ment.  Id. 

at  the  time  of  receiving  a  bodily 
hurt,  Id. 
0   oy  deceased,  as  to  being  relieved 
by  a  parish,*  191. 

as    to    his    state 
of  health,   181. 
203. 
declaration    by    s^ent. — See    tit.    Ageni. 
HERALDS'  BOOKS, 

evidence  on  question  of  pedigree,  318. 
visitation  books  of  counties,  evidence,  Id. 

account  of,  Id. 
HERIOT, 

due  by  ^fistom,   though  not  expressed  in  lease,    429. 
HIGHWAY, 

See  tit.  Roadt 
HIRING, 

dedaiatioQ  of  deceased  servant,  not  evidence  of,  181. 
HISTORY, 

general,  when  evidence,  320. 

Speed's  Chronicles,  Id. 
not  endenee  of  private  rights^  320. 
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HISTORY,  (coiUumtd.) 

Diigdale*8  Momstledb, 

Candm's  BritMnia,  Id. 
HOUSE  OF  LORDS,   . 

jooraaJs,  see  (It  iSnmU. 
judffiieiit  of,  how  prowMi,  296. 

HUNDRH), 

ID  action  against,  the  party  robWd  is  conpetent,  67. 

to  pnMw  die  roMbery ;  Id. 
not  to  prove  other  facts, 
aalheVemie,  id. 
HUSBAND  AND   WIFE,  (see  also  tit.   AiuUery,  Feme  sole.) 
of  party  to  suit,  incompetent  for  or  against  each  ether  ; 
69.  64.    • 

thoogh  diyorced  for  adulter j,  66. 
or  the  other  consent.  Id. 
declaration  of  wife  not  evidence  against  the  man,  64. 
not  allowed  to  gi?e  any  evidence  that  may  tend  to  crimi* 
pale  the  other ;  66. 
«n  pmof  of  A.^e  marriage^  a  witness  cannot  prove 
a  former  marriage  between  himself  and  A.  66.  67. 
the  party  calling  a  witness,  cannot  'call  his  wife  to 
contradict  him,  66.  67. 
en  a  question,  whether  go6ds  are  the  property  of  a  man 
'or  his  wife,  he  is  not  competent  to  prove  the  latter 
&ct,  65. 
en  indictment  for  con^iracy,  the  wife  of  one  defendant 

is  not  witness  for  the  rest,'  65.  66. 
exceptions  to  general  nile^  67. 

in  proseeutioQ  for  takinpa  woman  by  force  and  mar* 

«  iyu%  h«,  Id. 

jn  case  of  bigamy,  Sd  wife  competent  after  proof  of 

first  maniage,  68. 
in  offences  against  woman's  person,  68. 
wife  may  eihibit  articles  of  the  peace  against  him^ 
68. 

or  apply  for  infprqiation  ;  66. 
not  witness  against  him  in  treason,  619. 
dying  declarations  of  wife,  evidence  against  him,  68. 
m  action  between  third  persons,  where  tfie  wife's  evi* 

dence  may  lead  to  a  demand  against  husband  ;  71. 
in  appeal  against  order  of  bastardy,  married  women  may 
prove  the  criminal  connexion,  69. 
but  cannot  prove  non-access,  70. 
in  suit  between  third  persons,  wife  inay  disprove  Jier 

marriage,  70. 
woman,  cohabitiag  and  passing  as  wife,  whether  witness 

for  the  man,  70. 
declarations  of  Wife  employed  as  agent  by  husband,  69. 
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HUSBAND  AND  WIFE,  {continued:) 

wife  of  bankrapt  ta^y  be  examined  by  eoiilmissioDers> 

When,  69. 
answer  by  wife,  whether  eridence  against  her,  after  bus- 
band's  death,  267. 

I 

JNfcOMPETENCY, 

of  witness.     See  tit.  Wiinen, 
INDICTMENT, 

averment  in,  whesi  need  not  be  proved ;  159. 

in  indictident  for  robbery  near  the  hdgkaifaf,  Id. 

in  the  house  of  A,  B. 

Id.       "^ 

for  arson  in  the  night-tine^  Id. 
ibr  murder  of  officer  in  exectUion 
of  office^  168. 
•  tor  burglary  in  the  house  of  /.  D. 

with  intent  to  steal  the  proper- 
ty of  J.  W.,  the  averment  of 
property  is  material,  160. 
for  felony  at  a  certain  place»  and  no  such  place  in  the 

county,  the  indictment  toid,  166. 
copy  of,  in  felony,  not  to  be  had  by  defendant  without 
order  of  Court ;  322. 

but    if  produced,    admissible,     though  without 
order;  323. 
in  misdemeanors,  order  not  necess^iy,  324.     • 
INFAMY 

of  character,  cause  of  incompetency,  22.  23. 
from  wl^t  offences,  Id. 
INFANCY, 

may  be  given  in  evidence  under  non-assumpsit,  127. 
not  under  non  est  factum,  128. 

Infant, 

competent  witness,  when,  14.  i  5. 
answer  of,  by  guardian,  not  evidence  against  him,  266. 
INFIDEL, 

incompetent  witness,  when,  17. 
INFORMER,     • 

incompetent  witness  at  coniihbn  law,  when,  tl. 
competent,  when,  92.  93. 
INHABITANTS, 

of  coutity,  competent  on   indictiaetit   for   non-repair  of 

bridge,  whe%;  93. 
of  hiindred)  in  action  by  party  robbed ;  93, 
of  parish,  where  penalty  given  to  th^  poor,  when  coitf- 
.    '         petent;  93. 

in  prosecutions  under  higliws^  act,  93. 
4  o 
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INHABITANTS,  {continued.) 

rated,  competenl  in  parish-appeal,  by  slat.  54  G,  3.  c. 
170.  93. 

declarations  br,  evidence  against   their   parisb  ; 

60.  72. 

WOriKITIOK  ^^  compellable  to  gii-e  evidence  against,  60.  208. 

bj  coroner,  bad,  if  evidence  brought  by  the  accused  party- 
was  rejected,  281. 
of  lunacy,    by   coroner,   whether  evidence  against   one 
claiming  as  executor  ;  239. 

evidence  for  prisoner;  282. 
post  mortem,  174. 

of  felo  de  se,  evidence  against  executor  or  administra- 
tor; 281. 

not  conclusive,  Id. 

finding,  that  the   party  fled  for  it,  whether  conclusive, 

of  office,  evidence  against  whom,  282. 

by   escheators,  commissioners,  sheriff,  &c.  282 
by  order  of  H.  of  Com.  Respecting  fees,  282. 
not  evidence,  when  irregularly  taken ;  283, 
inquisition  by  sheriff's  jury,  on  question  of 
property.  Id. 
proof  of;  283. 

commission  ought,  regularly,    to  be  shown, 

INSPECTION, 

of  records ;  322. 
depositions,  not  allowed  to  prisoner  before  trial    325 

piroceedings  before  inferior  jurisdictions,  when  allowed  • 
325-— >328.  * 

parish  books,  and  books  in  public  offices ;  3 1 1 .  3 1 2  328 
court  rolls ;  329.  •      «. 

corporation  books,  330 — 332. 
rule  for,  not  allowed  in  criminal  cases ;  332—333 

otbwwise,  in  informations  in  nature  of  quo  warranto, 

rule  to  inspect,  after  issue  joined  ;  333.  334. 
INTEREST  ^^^^  """^  ''''^'''"  depending,  *334, 

incapacitates  witness,  when,  34. 
^^  *»t-  Witness. 
INTERROGATORIES,  see  tit  Witness. 
ISSUE, 
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J  . 

JACTITATION  OF  MARRIAGE, 

sentence  in  cause  of.     See  tit.  Eeclesiastieai  Court. 
JOURNALS, 

of  the  House  of  Lords,  305. 

proof  of  judgment  on  appeal. 

of  address  to  the  king ;  Id. 
not  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in 

the  judgment,  Id. 
of  House  of  Commons ;  Id. 
proof  of  entry  in,  821. 
JUDGMENT,  (See  tit.  FerdicL) 

bj  default,  its  effect,  as  an  admission,  141. 
of  court  of  record,  when  evidence  in  a  cause  ;  222 — 237. 
between  what  parties  ;  222.  223. 
who  may  plead,  a  judgment  in  bar,  and  when,  223. 
conclusive  as  evidence  between,  the  same  parties. 
when,  223.  226. 
judgment  recovered,   conclusive  evidence  in 
assumpsit,  234. 

in  ejectment,  conclusive  in  trespass 
for  mesne  profits,  224. 
judgment  of  quarter  sessions,    224.   f3]. 
conviction  for  nonrepair  of  a  road,  224. 
judgment  in  court  of  conscience,  225. 
evidence  between  privies  to  the  first  suit ;  226. 
not  evidence  for  a  party  against  a  stranger^  228. 
or ybr  a  stranger  against  a  party  ;  230. 
exception  in  the  case  of  customs,  tolls,  and 
public  rights,  233. 
decree  between  vicar  and  impropriator,  evidence 
between   succeeding  vicars  and  impropriators; 
227. 
judgment  concerning  office  of  schoolmaster,  evi- 
dence for  or  against  a  successor,  227. 
judgment  of  ouster  in  an  informati«a  in  the  nature 
of  quo  warranto  ;  227. 
in  rem  in  the  Exchequer,  231. 
on  what  points  eviden<!k,  234.  235. 

judgment  in  debt,  bar  in  assumpsit,  when, 
235. 

in  trespass,  bar  in  trover,  when, 

Id. 
in  trover,  bar  in  assumpsit,  235. 
in  criminal  cases,  whether  evidence  in  civil,  237 
—241. 
•f  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction,  242. 

when  conclusive,  when  not  evidence,  242. 
impeachable  for  fraud,  242. 
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JUDGBfENT,  {continued,) 

of  eodbsiasUcal  court.     See  tit  EedmastkaL 
admiralty  court    See  t*t  Admraity. 
exchequer.     See  tit.  Exdieqner, 
comioissioEiers  of  excise.     See  tit.  Commimoner, 
seuteQce  by  members  of  college,  when  conclusive,  259. 
jproceediogs  before  commissioners  of  bankrupt,  1^73. 

See  tit  Cammi99iomen. 
coDvictioo  by  magistrate,  260. 

conclusive  for  him,  in  an  action*  when ;  260 — ^262. 
inibrmality  of,  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of,  Id. 
of  inferior  oHirts,  when  evidence,  and  to  wliat  ezfeent, 

287. 
of  foreign  court.     See  tit  Foreign, 
proof  ot  289.  291. 293.  295. 298.  dOl. 
cofi^jr  of  judgment,  signed  by  the  master,  not  evid^ce, 
291. 
JURISDICTION,  See  tit.  Courts. 
JUROR, 

challenge  of,,  for  kindred,  13. 
JUSTICE  OF  PEACE.     See  tit  Magistrate. 


LARCENY, 

witnea  not  incompetent  for  petty,  22.  26. 
what  sufficient  protierty  to  maintain  indictment,  118. 
LEADING  QUESTION, 

not  to  be  put  to  witness  in  general ;  205. 
allowed  in  cross-examination ;  Id. 

in  examination  in  chief,  when,  Id. 
LEASE, 

ancient,  when  evidence  ;  187.- 

though  possession  under  not  shown.  Id. 
on  lilii,  death fyresumed,  when,  152. 
LEGITlMACy, 

birth  during  marriage,  presumptive  evidence  of ;  112. 

•  how  rebutted.  Id.  ^ 

binb  after  divorce  a  mensa,  &c.,  presumed  to  be  illegiti- 
mate, 113.  152. 
declarations  of  deceased  person,  to  disprove  his  supposed 
marriage,  180.* 

of  husband,  as  to  legitimacy  of  wife,  176. 
sentence  of  nullity  of  marriage,  or  in  affinnance  of,  con« 
elusive,  when,  243. 
LETTERS  PATENT, 

exemplification,  evidence  of,  355.  • 
LIBEL, 

inaction  for,  other  Itbds  when  evidence,  134.  135. 

evidence,  tliat  defontibiit  was*  generally  sus- 
pected, &c.  140. 
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LIBEL,  {conHn^ied.) 

magistrate's  cleric  not  ^compellable  to  sajr, 
whether  be  deiivered  la  the  magistrate  an 
affidavit  containing  the  libel,  206. 
LICENSE, 

frr>m  the  crown,  how  proved,  167. 
old  licenses  from  lord  of  a  manor,  for  fishing,  &c* ;  187. 
license  toencloee,  when  presumed,  liSL 
LUNACY, 

coronerti  inqnest,  £39.    See  tit.  /fiyiiyAiOH. 

M 

MAGISTRATE, 

action  against, 

proof  of  notice,  343.  • 
conviction  bj.     See  tit  Coneoictibn. 
depositions  taken  hy.     See  tit.  Depaniiimt. 
compellable,  hy  order  of  court  to  grant  copy  of  convic- 
tion, and  of  information,  324.  326. 
MAHOMETAN, 

may  be  witness,  17. 18. 
to  be  sworn  on  th^  Koran,  {0. 
MALICIOUS^PROSECUTION, 

in  action  for,  general  bad  character  of  plaintiff  may  be 

shown,  when,  140. 
copy  of  indictment,  bow  obtained,  322. 
evidence,  if  produced,  thoi^h  trithoiit 
order,  323. 
AfANOR, 

custom  of.    See  tit.  Ciatom. 
survey  of.     See  tit.  Suroey. 

proof  of  custom  in  one  manor  not  evidence  of  a  custom  in 
adjoining  manor ;  130. 

otherwise,  on  a  question  of  tenofe  in  a  district  of 
manors,  130.  131. 
MANOR  COURT, 

proceedings  in,  evidence  between  whom,  287. 

rolls  of,  evidence   between  the  lord   and  bu  tenants; 

316. 
ancient  writings  of,  evidence  of  descent,  tbough  not  sign« 
ed,  315. 

inspection  of,  329. 
proof  of,  298. 
MARRIAGE, 

hearsay  of,  infainlly,  174. 

legality  of,  determined  by  ecclesiastical  courts  directly, 
243. 

by  courts  of  common  law  incidentally.    Id. 
proof  of,  on  real  writs ;  244. 

by  parish  r^ister^  307» 
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MARRIAGE,  (contiwued,) 

seBtence  of  ecciesiastica]  court,  annulling,  243. 
Gonnction  of  bigamj,  proof  of  illegality  of  seccmd  mar- 
riage, in  civil  action,  240. 
in    foreign  country,  established  by  sentence  in  foreign 
court,  252. 
fllEASURE, 

sale  of  a  number  of  acres  of  land,  generally,  means  acres 
»  by  statute  measure,  432. 

sale  of  com  by  the  bushel  means  by  the   Winchester 
bushel,  Id. 
MEMORANDUM, 

written,  to  refresh  memory  ;  199.  209. 

agreement  unsigned,  used  as,  169. 
unstamped  receipt,  386. 
MERCHANTS'  BOOKS, 

evidence  of  what,  and  when,  195— 199.  347. 
MESNE  PROFITS, 

judgment  in  ejectment  conclusive  of  right  of  possession  in 
action  for,  224.  236. 
MISTAKE, 

in  deed,  rectified  in  equity,  when,  458.  459. 
in  will,  maybe  shown,  when,  411.  419. 
MITIGATION, 

of  damages,  what  evidence  allowed  in,  139.  140. 
MODUS.     See  tit.  Titftes. 

on  question  of,  persons  liable  to  tithes  not  competent^ 

45. 
proof  of,  by  usage,  119. 

de  non  decimando,  not  proved  by  usage  adone,  119. 
declarations  of  deceased  occupier,  evidence  of  parochial 

modus,  183. 184. 
proof  that  a  particular  person  paid  so  much  in  lieu  of 
tythes,.not  evidence,  184. 
MONEY, 

paymenlof,  into  Court — its  effect,  142.  143. 

money  cannot  be  recovered  back,  though  paid  by 

mistake,  142. 
admission  of  legai  demand,  142.  144. 
payment  generally  upon  the  whole   declaration, 
142.  143. 

dispenses  with  proof  of  hand-writing,  in 

actionon  bill  of  exchange,  143. 
and  dispenses  with  proper  stamp  ;  Id. 
*  admits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  Id. 

admits  the  contract,  to  what  extent ;  144. 
in  action  against  a  carrier,  144.  * 
145. 
proof  of,  145. 
MURDER, 

conviction  of,  on  indictment  for  petit  treason,  156. 
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MURDER,  {corUinued.) 

conviction  of  manslai!igbter,  on  indictinent  for  murder^ 

167. 
manner  and  means  of  killing,  as  proved/  must  agree  in 

iubstance  with  those  laid,  167.. 
on  indictment    for  murder  of  officer   in  execution  of  his 
office,  proof  of  his  authority  not  material ;  168. 
<>  the  special  matter  may  be  given  in  evi- 

dence on  a  general  indictment,  168. 
acquittal  in  foreign  country  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  S62ji 

N 
NAVY  OFFICE, 

book  of,  evidence  to  prove  sailor's  death,  312. 
NEGATIVE, 

of  issue,  when  to  be  proved,  161.  163.  A 

NICHOLAS  (Pope),  .  /^ 

taxation  by,  account  of,  303. 

evidence  of  value  of  livings,  Id. 
NON-ACCESS.     See  tit.  Access. 
NON-AGE, 

declaration  of  deceased  parent,  evidence  of,  180. 
NON-ASSUMPSIT, 

evidence  under  plea  of;  126. 

performance — payment — release,  Id. 
judgment  recovered,  224. 
accord  and  satisfaction,  126. 
that  defendant  contracted  with  plaintiff  and  o^r^; 
127.  162. 

that  plaintiff  was  married  at  the  time  of  the  pro- 
mise, 127. 

or  was  bankrupt.  Id. 
ust ly — ^inlancy — gaming,  1 27.  22 1 . 
what  not  evidence  under ;  127. 

statute  of  limitations;  127. 
that  others  besides  defendant  are  liable,  162. 
NON  EST  PACTUM,  " 

evidence  under  plea  of,  128. 

lunacy,    or    intoxication   at  the  time  of  execu- 
tion, 
defendant  a  feme  covert, 
deed  delivered  as  an  escrow,  &c.  Id. 
what  not  evjdence  under,  128. 

proof  of  gaming — sale   of    office — simony,    &c. 

payment — release — infancy— duress,  128. 
plaintiff  canpot  show  the  deed  lost,  aAer  pleading  profert^ 

NOTICE, 

of  action,  proof  of,  by  duplicate  original,  342. 
to  quit,  proof  of,  343.  367.     See  tit,  EjedmefU.   * 
to  produce  papen  on  trial  ^  336. 


4M  IKDEX. 

NOTICE,  {canium€d.) 

how  it  aWhm  fiom  mibpcana  duces  tecimii  366. 
when  neceasarj,  336.  336. 
pMrt7,  when  oompeilabto  to  produce  ;  336;* 
if  a  trustee  ;  Id. 

in  actno  by  seames  for  ira^ea,  337. 
proof  oi;  342.  343. 

after  proof  of,  oootents  of  paper   how   proved, 
338. 
•  not  oecenarj,  where  nature  of  actioii  is  aafficient 

notice ;  339. 
as  in  trover  for  bond,  Id. 

or  prosecution  for  stealing  note,  &c.  Id. 

in    other     criminal    cases,   when ; 
339. 
or  where    fraudulent  possession  on  the  other 

side  ;  440. 
whether  necessary,  in   case  the   writing  is   io 
court  in  the  adverse  party's  possession,  340-— 
342. 
deed  produced  under,  to  be  proved  by  the  other 
party,  when;  343. 

when  not,  346. 
the  whole  to  be  read,  338. 
NUL  TIEL  RECORD, 

proof  of  issue  on ;  289. 

lerhere  the  record  is  in  the  same  court, 
where  in  another  coyrt,  Id. 

O 

OATH, 

of  witness,  how  administered,  19. 
OFFICE, 

books  of,  when  eyi()encQ«    See  tit.  Book. 

inquisition  of.    See  tit.  InqmkUm, 
OFFICER, 

competent  witnesses,  when;  40. 

though  liable  to  information.  Id. 

proof  of  acting  as  such,  evidence  of  being  such,  when, 
170. 
OPINION, 

of  witness,  when  evidence,  209. 

general,  evidence  of  public  rights;  183-S-189. 

whether  evidence  of  private  ridits,  189 — 190. 
ORDER, 

of  judge,  for  producing  papers,  337. 

of  sessions.     See  tit  SesHims. 

of  bastardy.    See  tit.  Bastardy* 
ORDINARY, 

certificate  of,  whoa  coacllisive  oa  legality  of  oarriage, 
244. 
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ORDINARY,  (conHnued.) 

.  hculiy  from,  presumed  id  the.  case  of  a  pfew  claimed  as 
appurtenant  to  a  messuage,  120. 
OUSTER, 

judgment  of,  on  an  information,  227. 
OUTLAWRY, 

judgment  of,  in  treason  and  felony,   renders  incompt* 
tent;  23. 

in  personal  action,  otherwise,  Id. 
proof  of^  Id. 
OWNERSHIP, 

possession  prima  facie  evidence  of,  118.  119» 

P 
PAPAL  BULL, 

evidence  of  exemption  from  tithes,  319. 
PARCEL, 

on  a  question  whether  land  is  parcel  of  A.'s  or  B.'s  estate^ 
the  declaration  of  a  deceased  tenant,  who  held  undt^ 
both,  is  evidence,  182. 
PARDON, 

efiect  of  in  restoriQg  competency  of  witness,  27. 

See  tit.  Witness, 
PARISH, 

inhabitant  of,  competent,  though  penalty  given  to  the 
poor,  when ;  93. 

in  prosecution  under  highway  act,  when,  93* 
rated,  competent,  on  parish  appeals,  93.  94. 
See  tit.  InhabiUuU. 
register,  when  first  commenced,  306. 
proof  of  marriage,  306.  307. 
entry  of  marriages  how  to  be  made,  306.  301. 
copy  of,  to  be  transmitted  annually  to  regigtrafi 

of  diocese,  307. 
not  to  be  contradicted  by  day-book,  314. 
inspection  of,  when  granted,  328.  * 
book  for  copies  of  rates,  311. 

for  accoupt  of  parish  indentures,  312. 
vestiy-book,  312.  313. 
examited  copy  of  register,  evidence,  321 
PARLIAMENT, 

acts  of.     See  tit.  Acts. 
journal  of.     See  ^t.  Journal. 
PAROL  EVIDENCE.    See  tit.  EMenci. 
]?ARSON, 

entry  by  deceased,  evidence  for  successor,  184.  185. 
in  action  against,  for  non-residence,  what  sufficient  evtr 
dence  of  his  being  parson,  171. 
PARTICULARS  rBill  oQ, 

under  judge^s  order — its  use  and  efiect,  146.  147.         jJk^ 
interest   on  promissory  note  may  be  recOTerS|^ 

though  not  claimed  in  the  particukr^  147. 
mistri^e  10,  when  immaterial,  148. 

4  ■  '     .  S 
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PARTNER, 

admission  by  one,  evidence  against  another,  wtien,  73, 

266.     See  til.  Jldmimon. 
one  partner  maj  disprove  the  authority  of  another  to  draw 
a  bill  on  the  partnership  for  bis  separate  debt,  in  action 
between  payee  and  acceptor,  54. 
verdict  on  issue,  evidence  of  partoership,  when,  232. 
notice  of  dissolution  of  paitnership,  how  given»  306. 
PARTY  TO  SUIT, 

incompetent  witness.     See  tit.  Witness. 
adMision  by,  evidence  against  him.     See  tit.  Admimum, 
compellable  to  produce  papers  in  his  poffiession,  wbeD» 
336. 
PAYMENT, 

evidence  of,  under  non-assumpsit,  127. 

presumptive  evidence  of,  113.     See  tit.  Presmnplioft. 

of  money  into  court,  I4t.     See  tit.  JllofMy. 

on  plea  of  payment  of  principal  and  interest,  proof  that 

a  gross  sum  was  accepted  as  full  payment,  1 53. 
proof  of  tender  and  refusal,  evidence  to  support  an  aver- 
ment of  payment,  when,  154. 
\  PEDIGREE, 

evidence  of.     See  tit.  Hearsay.     Herald's  Books. 
bills  in  Chancery,  not  evidence  of,  263. 
depositions,  not  evidence  against  a  stranger,  178. 
special   verdict,   whether  e?idence  betw4Ben  third 
parties,  134. 
PENiL  ACTION, 

act  of  parliament,  discharging  the  defendant,   evidence 
under  nil  debet,  221. 
PERAMBULATION, 

evidence  of  boundary  of  parnfa,  163. 
PERJURY, 

proof  of,  by  a  single  witness,  not  suflkient,  107. 

conviction  of,  incapacitates  witness,  22.  28. 

party  injured,  competent  witness,  on  prosecution  for,  87. 

88.  241. 
proof  of  defendant's  oath  to  answer  in  chanceiy,   296. 

297. 
several    indictments  against   several,— defendant   in  one 
case  competent  for  defendant  in  another,  37. 
on  indictment  for,  in  answer  to  a  bill  of  ii^unction  filed 
by  B.,  B.  is  competent,  39. 
PETIT  TREASON, 

on  indictment  for,  prisoner  may  be  found  guilty  of  murder, 
156. 
?LACE, 

variance  in  proof  of,  165. 
I^LICY  OF  INSURANCE, 

I  construed  with  reference  to  usage  of  merchants  ;  434* 

not  to  be  contradicted  by  usage.  Id. 
uaderwriter,  competent  witness,  37.  38.  100* 
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POLYGAMY.    See  tit.  Bwamy. 
POSSESSION, 

prima  facie  evidence  of  propertj,  1  IS.  1 19. 
ground  for  presuning  a  grant,  when,  119.  120.* 
POSTEA, 

indorsed,  not  evidence  of  verdict,  293. 
evidence  that  cause  was  tried,  Id. 
may  be  produced  bj  associate,  293. 
POWER, 

deed  under,  how  executed  and  attested,  368. 
PRESCRIPTION, 

hearsay,  whether  evidence  of,  189.  190. 
PRESENTATION, 

hearsay  not  evidence  of,  191. 
PRESUMPTION  AND  PRESUMPTIVE  EVIDENCE; 
nature  of,  111.  • 

presumptive  evidence  of  legitimacy,  112. 
from  fact  of  birth  during  marriage,  Id. 
how  rebutted,  112.  113. 
of  payment;  113. 
of  payment  of  bond,  after  20  years,  114. 

how  rebutted,  Id.     See  tit.  Band. 
release  of  quit-rent  not  presumed  from  non-pajrment, 
117. 
possession  prima  facie  evidence  of  property,  118.  119. 
grants,  agreements,  license,  presumed  from  usage,  119 — 

123. 
deed  of  composition  not  presumed  merely  from  usage, 

120. 
grant  presumed  against  reversioner,   from  permission  of 

tenant,  when,  124« 
circumstantial  evidence,  in  criminal  cases,  124. 
presumption  of  law  from  presumption  of  fact,  126. 
death  presumed  at  the  end  of  seven  yean,  162. 
PRINCIPAL, 

in  second  degree,  charged  as  principal  in  fint  degree, 

not  a  variance,  167. 
chaised  as  such,  cannot  be  convicted  as  accessary,  167. 
conviction  of,  evidence  against  accessary,  when,  229. 
witness  against    accessary,  on  indictment  for  receiving 
stolen  goods,  31. 
or  for  taking  revtfkrd  to  help  to  stolen  goods.  Id. 
PROBATE, 

of  will  of  personal  property,  what,  246.293. 

conclusive  of  validity  of  will,  when,  246. 
may  be  shown  to  be  forged,  246.  247. 
of  real  property,  not  evidence  of  will,  246.299. 
whether  evidence  to  prove  pedigree,  299,. 
377. 
or  if  the  will  in  possession  of  the  other 
*  party,  299.  377. 

pioofef  will  in  ecclesiastical  court,  %9B^ 
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PIOBATE,  (conh'ntiei.) 

exftmined  copjr  of,  999- 
exemplificatioo  of  probate,  299. 
copy  of  ledger-book,  300. 
revocation  of,  how  proved,  183. 
PROCHEIN  AMY, 

not  competent,  in  suit  hj  Infant,  46. 
PROFERT, 

of  deed,  dispensed  with,  when,  348. 
baigam  and  sale  pleadedl  with,— copjr  of  enrolment  may 
be  shown,  355. 
PROSECUTOR, 

entitled  to  costs  of  prosecution,  when,  87. 
'  competent  witness ;  86. 
i  '     '  '       though  entitled  to  reward  or  penalty,  66.  92. 
general  rule,  86. 

exception  in  case  Of  foi^rjr,  88.  89. 
)n  case  of  forgery, 

party  injured  not  allowed  to  prove  any 

material  fact ;  86.  89. 
competent,  if  not  liable  on  ferg^  instiji- 
ment,  89. 

as  cashier  of  Bank  of  England,  89. 
where  the  banker  has  not  debited 

the  party,  89. 
or  after  release.  Id. 
PUBLIC  BOOKS.     See  tit.  Books. 

entry  in,  proved  by  examined  copy,  320 
inspection  of.     See  tit.  Irupection. 
PUBLIC  RIGHTS, 

proof  of,  by  hearsay,  183.  189. 
verdict  evidence  of,  though  between  other  partes,  233. 
PURGATION, 

ancient  doctrine  of,  24. 

its  effects  in  restoring  competency.  Id. 

QUAKERS, 

may  affirm  in  civil  cases ;  20. 
not  in  criminal  cases ;  Id. 

what  criminal  within  the  rule.  Id. 
in  criminal  cases  in  their  own  defence,  21. 
QUALIFICATION, 

in  action  on  game  laws,  plaintiff  need  not  disprove  the 

several  kinds  of,  1$0. 
in  proceedings  on  conviction  before  nagistrate,  other- 
wise. Id 
Q.UARE  IMPEDIT, 

hearsay  not  evidence  of  presentation,  19L 

R  • 

TIAPE, 

otK  indictment  for,  the  woman  ndt  compellable  to  answtr 
as  to  her  criminal  connexion  with  other  men ;  20^ 
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RAPE,  (cofitifMMd.) 

auch  evidence  not  admissibley  141.  206. 
her  general  bad  character  for  want  of  chastitj  maj  be 
ahown,  140. 

,  or  her  previous  connexion  with  the  f  riaonery 

Id. 
the  account  gwn  by  her,  immediately  aft^r  the  iijinyf 
admiarihie,  f03. 
RATE, 

book  for  copies  of,  how  kept,  311. 
RATED  INHABITANT.    See  tit«  inkabUeu^ 
RECEIVER, 

entry  by,  of  receipt  of  rents,  19K  192. 
proof  of,  196. 
RECITAL, 

^  in  deed,  when  evidence  figainst  the  party,  356. 
RECORD, 

what,  218. 

when  complete,  291. 

itot  to  be  contradkdad,  218.  219. 

evidence,  that  the  verdict  was  entend  hj  nistake,  not 

admissible,  218. 
not  conclusive  as  to  fects  averred,  when  the  fiicts  are  not 
traversable,  219.  .. 

nor,  as  to  the  time  of  the  offence  ;  Id. 
keeper  of  the  records  may  speak  to  their  oonditiOD,  219. 
inspection  of,  322. 

admissions  on,  need  not  be  proted,  141. 
issue  on  nul  tiel  record,  how  proved,  289. 
variance  in  proof  of,  162.     See  tit.  Variance^ 
proof  of,  by  exemplification,  289.  290. 
eiamtned  cof>y ,  29 1 . 
office  copy,  292. 
copy  of  judgment,  signed  by  master,  not  evidence,  991. 

recoviKy, 

deed  to  make  tenant  to  the  writ  of  entry,  when  evidence 
of,  295. 
RECTOR, 

books  by  deceased,  evidence  of  ecclesiastical  dnes^  184 
—187. 
REGISTER, 

of  oavy  office  to  prove  a  sailor's  death,  3 12. 
of  parish.    See  tit.  ParM. 
of  ship.    'See  tit.  Skip. 
RELEASE.    See  tit.  Wiinei$. 

of  interest,  restores  competency  of  witness,  97.  98. 

unneoeasaiy,  1.  where  the  whncas  oiers,  but  the 

other  party  sefoses,  99. 
2.   where  he  has  acqiiifed  an  interest, 
to  deprive  «  par^  of  his  testimony, 
UjQ. 


RELEASE,  (cotUimed.) 


3,  wberehehManintonMt  iodiDio^ 
him  to  each  fide,  102. 
REPUTATION.    See  tit.  Hearty. 
RENT  ROLLS, 

old,  when  evidence,  202.  203. 
RES  GESTA, 

hearsay,  part  of,  when  evideoce,  202.  203. 

See  tit.  Heartay. 
REWARD, 

persona  entiUed  to,  on  conviction,  not  incompetent,  30. 
cases,  in  which  rewards  are  given,  86. 
ROAD.    See  tit.  Boundary, 

on  indictment  for  not  repairioe,  verdict  of  noi  gviUy  od 
former  trial  is  not  evidence,^  tlie  parish  ;  242. 

verdict  of  guiUy  is  conclusive  againk  the  pariah, 
224.  and  strong  evidence  against  other  parishes* 
232. 
en  a  question  whether  the  occupier  of  particular  land  is 
liable  to  repair,  an  award  between  a  lormer  occupier 
and  the  township  is  not  evidence,  179. 
ROBBERY, 

on  indictment  for,  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  simple 
larceny,  166.  157. 
ROLLS, 

of  manor  court.     See  tit  Manor. 
RULE  OF  COURT, 

signed  by  proper  officer,  good  evidence,  292. 


SALE, 

after  proof  of  sale  of  goods  to  the  defendant  and  J.  S.,  J.  S. 
is  not  competent  to  prove  the  sale  to  himself  alone,  46. 
SEAL, 

of  the  king,  or  public   courts   of  justice,  need  not  be 

proved,  290. 
of  private  or  foreign  courts,  how  proved,  290.  291.  301. 
of  corporations,  bow  proved,,  291. 
SEALING, 

of  deed.     See  tit.  Deed. 
SEISIN, 

of  devisor,  proved  by  declaration  of  deceased  occupier, 
182.  194. 
SENTENCE, 

of  courts.     See  tit.  JudgmenL 
SERVANT, 

incompetent  to  disprove  his  own  negligence  in  action 

against  his  master,  4^  ^. 
competent,  in  action  by  his  master,  to  prove  delivery  of 
^oods,  &c.  95. 

not  to  prove  acts  done  by  him  out  of  the  coutse  of 
his  duty,  when,  96.  96. 
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SESSIONS, 

order  of,  eotifinmng  order  (^  remoral»  condusiye  as  (e 
all  parishes,  231. 

disdyjLrging^    conclusive  only  that  the    settle- 
ment was  not  with  the  respondents,  9S4. 
SETTLEMENT, 

by  purchase  of  estate, 

parol  evidence  may  be  admitted  to  show  that 
the    purchaser  agreed  to  pay  more 
than   301.,  though  the  deed  expresses 
less;  426. 
or  that  less  was  paid*  than  is  expressed, 
428. 
SHERIFF, 

officer,  indemnifying  him,    not  competent    witness   for 
him,  46. 

admission  of,  as  to  custody  of -debtor  in  execution, 
evidence  against  sheriff,  when,  76.       See  tit. 
Agent. 
return  of,  on,  the  writ,  evidence  of  the  facts  there  stated, 

294. 
inquisition  by,  283. 
act  relative  to  sherd's  bonds,  220. 
SHIP,         ^ 

propHy  in,  proved  by  possession  as  owner,  308.  309. 

311. 
log-book  of,  evidence  of  time  of  convoy's  sailing,  312. 
register  of,  evidence  of  want  of  title,  when,  30i.  309. 

not   evidence   of  property,   unless  recognised, 
309.  311. 
conclusive,  that  persons  not  named  therein  are  not 
owners,  308. 
articles,   to  be   produced    by   defendant,   in  action   for 
wages,  337. 
SHOFBOOK, 

entry  by  deceased  shopman,  when  evidence  ;  196 — 199. 
by  the  master,  not  evidence ;  199. 

may  be  used,  sb  a  memorandum.    Id. 
SIGNING, 

of  deed,  or  will.    See  tit  Deed,    WiU. 
SLANDER, 

proof  of  the  9ub9tane9  of  the  words,  sufficient,  155.     , 
against  person  in  professional  capacity,  when  necessary  te 

prove  his  qualification,  172.  173. 
other  actionable  words,  when  evidence,  134.  135. 
SOLDIER, 

examination  of,  under  mutiny  act,  when  evidence,  285. 
286.     See  tit.  ExaminaUon. 
SOLICITOR, 

not  allowed  to  give  evidence  of  professional  c<»nmuBi- 
cations  of  his  Client,  102~-*106. 
See  tit.  CawMeL 
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« 

SON  ASSAULT, 

3m  til*  TfiMMii. 
SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE, 

M  bill  for»  4rfmdaiU  maj  show  Uttt  the  agreement  has 
hMB  diaohaiged ;  446.  447. 

or  that  it  is  different  from  that  bittndai; 

449—451. 
or  that  6»y  aficnrardt  agreed  to  a  Taria- 
tioQyirfa^  460. 
piamijfmkY  shoir  the  omission  of  a  term,  bf 
fraud ;  «^L  lie. 
whether  he  may  diow  it  by  mistake  or 

surprise;  452—465. 
cannot  rarj  agreement  by  parol  eyjdeace, 
90  to  heve  it  eseoited  in  its  raried 
form,  456. 
part  perfinrmance  of  agieetiient  for  land,  what, 
467.  458. 
STAMP, 

CQBtents  of  unstamped  paper  cannot  be  shown,  if  stamp 
necessary,  386. 

other  proof  of  the  transaction,  beaides  the  writ- 
ing, when  admissible,  386. 
fact  of  payment  may  be  showp,  if  receipt 

unstamped;  Id.  VF 

unstampea    receipt,    used  as   a  memoran- 
dum; Id. 
^  agreement  admitted   on  the  recoid,    need 

not  be  stamped,  387. 
after  payment  of  money  into  court,  want  of 

stamp  no  objection,  405. 
in  action  on  note  unstamped,  when  plain- 
tiff may  reco^r  on  other  counts,  386. 
foreign  instrument,  to  be  clamped  according  te 
the  law  of  the  country  ;  387. 

bill  incipient  here,  completed  out  of  the 
kingdom,  387.  388. 
of  proper  Talue  and  denomination,  388. 

receipt'  stamp  not  sufficient  for  promis- 
sory note,  Id. 
articles  of  agreement  under  seal  to  be 
.  stamped  as  a  deed,  388. 

agreement  lor  house,  and  also  for  goods 

in  it,  to  be  stamped  tfs  a  lease,  388. 
value  being  greater  than  the  tive  stamp 
is  not  material,    if  the  deBominiitioti 
right;  389. 
where  the  denomination  is  different  buf 
of  equal  or   greater    value,  commis- 
sioners may  re -stamp,  when.  Id. 
several  statnpa  on  one  instrument^  when  necets- 
saiy,  389—^98. 
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STAMP,  {cwitnued.) 

nevr  stamp,  on  alteratiort  of  instrument,   when 
necessaiy,  393 — 396. 

on    bill    of   exchange    or    promissoiy 

note,  Id. 
on  policy  of  insurance,  394. 
if  the  alteration  is  to  correct  a  mistake,  nei^ 
stamp  unnecessary,  396 — 398. 
unstamped    instrument,    evidence    for  collateral 
purposes,  when  ;  398 — 403. 

in  action  for  penalty  for  illegal  insurance, 
398. 

for  bribery  at  election,  399. 
unstamped  paper,  as  a  memorandum,  399. 

as    secondary    evidence* 
399.     . 
unstamped  agreement  may  laie  inspected, 
to   ascertain    the    time    with   reference 
to  a  subsequent  agreement,  399. 

or  to  see  the   nature  of 

the  hand-writing,  400. 

unstamped  instrument  may  be  recovered 

in  trover,  400. 
unstamped   instniment,    evidence  in  pro* 

secution  jfbr  forgery,  400. 
draft,  unstamped,   not  admissible    on   in- 
dictment for  secreting  a  letter  contain- 
ing, &c.,  under  stat.  7  G.  3.  c.  50.  s.  L 
401. 
policy  of   insurance  unstamped  not  evi- 
dence on   indictment  for  burning,   &c. 
with  intent,  &c.  402. 
Lost  instrument  presumed  to  be  stamped,  when, 

403. 
want  of,  wh^n  to  be  repaired,  and  hoUr,  404. 
agreements,  what,  to  be  stamped ;  405. 

fresh  item  added,  405. 
receipt,     properly    stamped     as 
such,    sldmissible,     though    it 
contain  an  agreement,  405. 
cognovit  need  not  be  stamped; 
406. 
agreements  exempted  from  stamp,  what ;  406. 

1.  memorandum  of  assurance,  Id. 
i,  memdrandum  for  granting  lease, 
U. 
.agreement,  when  a  present  de- 
mise. Id. 
3*  memorandum    for    hire    of   1&- 
bcnrer,  Auc.  407. 
^reeiTH^nt  for  assit^nment  of  ap- 
prentice not  exempted^  Idi 
4  I 


iOf  INDEX. 

STAMP,  (cotUmwd.) 

4i  memoraoduin    for    dr    relatijlg 
to- sale  of  goods,  407. 
*  agreement  to  take   a  share    of 

goods,  &c.  407. 

to   indemnifj  od    re- 
sale, &c«  Id. 
guarantee      for      pajment     of 

goods,  408. 
agreement  for  making  of  goods. 
Id. 

for    sale    of    ciops^ 
408.  409. 

5.  memorandum     between    master 

and    mariners    of    ship,    kc. 
409. 

6.  letters  containing  arge^ment  re- 
•     specting  merchandise  between 

merchants,  409. 
STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS,  (29  C.  2.  c.  3.) 

fourth  section,  **  that  no  action  shall  be  brought,"  &c» 

440.  445. 

memorandum  of  c^eeftunt  must  specify  the  con* 

sideratiob,  440. 
party   maj   recover  upon  agreement  under  this 

section,  though  he  has  not  signed  it,  440. 
in  the  memorandum  of  promise  to  pay  the  debt 
of  another,  the  precise  amount  of  the  debt  need 
not  be  stated,  44 J. 
fifth  section,  as  to  requisites  of  wills,  374. 
Hventeewth  section,  as  to  contracts  for  sales  of  goods ; 

441.  445. 

the  memorandum  of  bargain  need  not  specify  the 
consideration,  441. 
tweidtf-tecond  section,  as  to  repeal  of  wills,  423.  424. 
STEWARD, 

entry  by  deceased,  as  to  receipt  of  money,  191.  192. 
SUBPCENA, 

ad  testificandum,  writ  of,  (see  tit.  WUmk.) 
what,  2.  3. 

how  many  may  be  put  in  one  writ.  Id., 
duces  tecum,  11.  335. 
SUBSTANCE, 

of  issue,  to  be  proved.    See  tit.  Evidence, 
SURVEY,  see  tit.  TerrUr. 

of  benefices  by  Pope  Nicholas  \  303. 
history  of, 

evidence  of  what ;  Id. 

valor  beneficioTum  in  reign  of  H.  8.  304r 

in  time  of  the  commonwealth,  304. 

their  great  authorify  in  questions  of  tith^  3M. 
306. 
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SURVEY,  {continued.) 

ancient  surveys,  eyidence,  without  proof  of  commiasiOD, 

when,  304. 
of  manor  or  estate,  when  evidence,  187.  188. 


TAXATION, 

of  Pope  Nicholas,  303. 
TERRIER, 

of  manor,  evidence  of  boundary  or  tenure,  316. 
ecclesiastical,  what,  316. 

evidence  of  cHurch  possessions ;  Id. 
for  parson,  when;  318. 
against  him,  when.  Id. 
.  from  what  repository ;  316. 
by  whom  to  be  signed ;  3 1 8« 
not  evidence,  unless  possession  satisfactorily  ei- 
plained,  3l7. 
TIME, 

variance  in  proof  of,  164. 
TITHES, 

evidence  of  parson's  thk  by  admission,  172. 
entry  by  deceased  rector,  evidence,  184 — 187. 
modus  on  one  particular  farm,  \iot  evidence  of  modus  on 
another,  132. 

unless  some  connexion  shown, 
composition  real  inot  to  be  presumed  from  usage,  119. 
in  action  for,  plea  that  plaintiff  had  not  read  the  39  ar- 
ticles, to  be  proved  by  defendant,  151. 
answer  of  occupier  of  land,  in  a  tithe  cause,  evidence 
against  a  succeeding  occupier,  266. 

See  tit.  Prescription.  Terrier,  Modus.  Survey, 
TOLLS, 

hearsay  evidence  of  right  of,  189. 
verdict,  evidence  of,  thnigh  between,  other  parties,  233. 
TRADESMAN, 

books  of,  evidence  of  delivery  of  goods,  when,  196 — 199. 
TREASON, 

confession,  evidence  in  case  of,  84. 

See  tit  Cofi/emon. 
conspiracy  to  seize   the   king's  person^  ao  overt-act  of 

conspiring  his  death,  125. 
so,  conspiring  with  foreigners  to  efiect  an  invasion  ;  Id, 
no  overt-act  of  distinct  treason  to  be  proved,  136. 
confession,  evidence  in  case  of,  84.     See  tit.  Cot^a^ion. 
proof  of  overt  act  by  two  witnesses ;  108.  109. 

otherwise,  where  the  overt-act  laid  Is  assassina* 
tion,  &C.,  109. 

or  in  treason  for  impairing  the  coin,  109. 
vhen  oUur  acts  of  the  prisoner  are   evidence    against 
him,  as  showing  his  intention,  his  eaniempormneom  ac|»  ' 
fr^i^efidenceforhim,  138. 
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•m  INDEX. 

TRESPASS, 

for  assault,  (see  tit  AuauU.) 

first  assault  by  plaintiff  cannot  be  ^wn  under  gene- 
ral issue,  except  in  mitigation,  129. 
any  number  of  trespasses,  within  the  dajs  mentionefl 
in  the  declaration,  may  be  proved  ;  134. 
or  one  trespass  beyond  the  remotest  day,  Id. 
co-trespasser,  competent  witness,  32* 
for  goods, 

what  property  sufficient,  118. 
by  agister  of  cattle, 
by  stage  coachman,  Id. 
for  mesne  profits, 

judgment  in  ejectment  conclusive  as  to  right  of 
possession,  224. 
qiiare  clausum  fregit, 

tide  of  defendant  may  be  shown,  under  general 

issue  ;  129. 
license  from  plaintiff,  cannot,  Id. 
nor  defect  of  fences, 
nor  easement, 
proof  of  entry  for  distress  admissibie,  under  ge- 
neral issue,  129. 
oo  plea  of  A>il  and  freehold,  a  verdict  on  the  same 
plea  in  a  former  action  conclusive,  224.  225. 
TRUSTEE, 

not  incompetent  witness,  though  liable  to  action,  40. 

U 

UNDERWRITER, 

competent  for  another  underwriter  in  an  action  on  policy 
of  insurance,  37. 
USAGE, 

evidence  of  agreement,  119. 
to  explain  ancient  charters,  419. 

or  private  deeds,  when,  421. 

mercantile  contracts,  434 — 436. 
See  tit  Custom,  Eastment.  Presumption, 
USE  AND  OCCUPATION, 

in  action  for,  unnecessaiy  to  describe  where   the  pre* 
miseslie;  166. 

if  described  as  lying  in  a  particular  pa- 
rish, they  ought  to  be  so  proved.  Id. 
USURY, 

in  action  for  penalties,  the  borrower  competent,  39. 

evidence  of  other    usurious  con- 
tracts not  admissible,  210. 
may  be  given  in  evidence,  under  non  assumpsit,  127. 
221. 

not  in  debt  on  bond,  unless  pleaded,  220. 
UTTERING,  ^ 

indictment  for  uttering  foiled  notes  or  bad  monejr,  10. 


INDEX.  511 

UTTERING,  {coniinued.) 

proof  of    prisoner  '  having  uttered  others  similar, 
as  evidence  of  bis  knowledge,  &c.  137. 


VARIANCE, 

in  proof  of  contract,  160.  161. 
of deed,  162. 
of  record,  162. 

when  the  recocd  onlj  ds9cribecl^  Id. 
when  its  tubitanee^t  out,  163. 
in  proof  of  time,  164. 

of  place,  165.  166. 
examples  of, 
demise  pleaded  to  hold  from   a   certain   day — demise 

proved  on  that  day,  155. 
in  replevin — part  only  of  the  cattle  proved  to  be  levant 

and  coucbant,  166. 
on  issue  whether  A.  and  B;  were  churchwardens — ^proof 

that  only  one  was.  Id. 
averment,  that  plaintiff  was  constable  in  parish  of  P.,  and 
proof  that  he  was  swoxn  in  for  a  liberty,  of  which  P. 
was  only  part,  166. 
prisoner,  charged  as  principal  in  Ist  degree — ^proved  to 

be  principal  in  2d  degree,  not  a  variance,  157. 
in  assumpsit,  it  is  ik>  variance,  that  others  besides  the 
defendant  are  parties  to  the  contract,  161.  162. 

but    if  others   Ought  to  join  in   the  action, 
the   defendant  may  take  advantage  of  it, 
on  non  assumpsit,  162. 
See  other  examples  under  tit.  Murder.  Principal, 
Evidtnee, 
VENUE, 

when  the  place  is  only  for  rente,  a  .variance  in  the  place 

proved,  not  material,  166*       • 
on  indictment  for  fekmy  at  o  certain  pUtee^  if  there  is  no 
tuck  place  in  the  county,  the  indictment  void,  166. 
VERDICT,  see  Ht.  Jti%nMii«. 

admissible  in  evidence,  wtien,  222 — ^237.    / 

considered  with  raference  to  the  parties,  222 — ^223. 
conclusive    between  the  same  parties,  when, 
.  223.  224.  826. 

evidence  between  primee  to  the  first  suit ;  226. 
verdict  by  ancestor  evidence  for  heir, 

226. 
verdict  by  one  remainder-man,  evi- 
dence for  another,  227. 
for  or  against  lessee,  evidence 
for    or    against    reversioner. 
227. 
not  evtdenlBe  for  tme  of  ^  partie$  against  a 
straager  22d. 


Ms  INDEX. 

VERDICT,  iamtinued.) 


Terdict    against   another   pereon    wbo 

jiisti6ecl  as  servant  of,  ^.,  evidence 

on  tbe  question  of  right,  228. 

conviction  of  principal  evidence  against 

accessary,  229. 

jiot  evidence^br  a  itnmger  against  a  partjr,  230. 

judgment  in  rem  in  the  Exchequer,' 

231. 
judgment  of  quarter  sessions.  Id.* 
eonviction   against    parish    for    noD* 

repair  of  a  road.  Id. 
verdict  on  issue  to  try  a  partnership. 

232. 
on  question  of  custom,  t^s,  &c.  a 
verdict  is  evidence  between  third 
persons,  233. 
special  verdict,    stating  a    pedigree, 
whether    evidence    between    third 
persons,  234. 
rerdict,  in  action  for  negligence  of 
servant,  is  evidence  in  action  by 
the  master  against  the  servant,  228. 
considered,  with  reference  to  the  mbfeet-maUerj 
234—237. 

verdict  in  trover,  a  bar  to  an  action  for 

money  had  and  received,  235. 
where  pitiintiff  in  first  action  failed  from  de- 
fect of  pleading ;  235. 

or  gave  no  evidence  of  the 
demand.  Id. 
verdict  final  only,  as  to  its  proper  purpose, 

236. 
verdict  in  action  for  a  nuisance  not  conclu- 
sive as  to  the  right ;  236. 

in  ejectment,  not  conclusive  as  to 
title,  in  another  ejectment,  Id. 
verdict  in  criminal  case,  whether  evidence  id 
civil,  237—241. 
evidence,  that  tbe  verdict  was  entered  by  mistake, 

not  admissible,  218. 
where  fpedal  verdict  may  be  found,  though  a  gene- 
ral one  cannot,  155. 
in  debt  in  award,  and  **  no  such  award^*  pleaded, 
the  jury  cannot  find  the  award  void  by  matter 
dehors,  kc,  141. 
proof  of;  293. 

postea  indorsed,  not  evidence  of,  293* 

evidence,  that  cause  W8^ 
tried,  Id. 
judgment  to  be  shown,  entered  up.  Id. 
«n   issue  out  4)i  Chmoery^  decree  to  be 
shown.  Id. 
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VESTRY-BOOK.    See  tit.  Paridk. 
VICARAGE, 

eodovrment  of,  when  presamed,  1 19. 
VICE-CONSUL, 

certificate  of,  abroad,  968.     See  tit  CtrtjficaU* 
VIDELICET, 

effect  of,  in  pleading,  163. 
VOIRE  DIRE,  see  tit.  Wttntn. 

objection^  arising  on,  may  be  removed  on  the  same,  96. 

W 

Wager, 

in  action  for^  one  who  lajs  a  similar  wager  is  competent^ 

99. 
on  event  of  prosecution,  will  not  make  witness  incon* 
petent,  102. 
WAGES, 

in  action  for  by  seamen,  the  contract  to  be  produced  hf 
the  defendant,  337. 
WAR, 

articles  of,  how  proved,  306. 
WARRANTY, 

action  m  tori  for  breach  of  warranty  of  goods — plaintiff 
need  not  prove  that  defendant  kniw  the  goods  to  be 
in  an  unfit  state,  though  so  averred,  169. 

the  substantive  parts  of  the  warranty  to  be  stated 
and  proved,  16L 
WAT,  see  tit.  Road. 
public  right  of, 

hearsay,  evidence  of;  189. 

verdict,  evidence,    though  between   other    parties^ 
233. 
•  private  right  of, 

hearsay,  whether  evidence  of,  190. 
usage,  evidence  of,  120. 

extent  of  right  limited  by  the  usage,  122.  123. 
use  of  w^y  for  carriages,  evidence  of  a  grant 
of  drift-way,  123. 
WAY-GOING  CROP, 

by  custom,  though  not  expressed  in  leasci  429. 
WIFE,  see  tit.  Hwband  and  Wife, 
WILL, 

ef  personal  property, 

proof  of,  in  ecclesiastical  court ;  246.  293. 
probate,  evidence  of,  246.     See  tit.  Probate, 
ledger  book  of  ecclesiastical  court,  300. 
copy  of,  300. 
of  real  property, 

requisites  of,  by  stat.  of  frauds,  374. 

of  copyhold,  requires  neither  attestation,  nor  signiBf , 

Id. 
^emplificttion  of|  nl>t  evideace  \  377. 
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WILL,  (coiUinued.) 

probate  of,  whether  evidence  to  prove  a  pedigree ;  Id. 

as  secondary  evidence,  37S. 
proof  of,  by  subscribing  witness  ;  378. 
<«ingle  witness,  sufficient,  at  law ;  Id. 

rule  in  chancery,  Id. 
*'  credible  witnesses,"  wiio,  within  5th  section  of 
Stat,  of  frauds ;  376. 

convicted    of  infamous   crime,    not    good 

.witness,  376. 
interested  under  will ;  Id. 

whether  competent,  after  release  ;  Id. 
devise  to*  witness,  vold^  376. 
creditor  may  attest,   though   will   charged 
with  debt,  376. 
subscribing  witness,  what  to  prove ;  378.  383. 

may  prove  the  will  forged,  3?. 
signing;  379. 

in  any  part  of  will, 

of  part,  intending  to  sign  the  whole, 

by  mark, 

stamped  n^me, 
by  seal,  insufficient :  379.  380. 
testator  blind,  380. 
attestation  ;  380. 

need  not  express  that  they  subscribed 
in  the  testator^s  presence  381. 
witnesses  need  not  see  testator  sign  ;  380. 
381. 
if  he  acknowledges  his  will,  sufficient, 

391. 
need  hot  all  attest  at  the  same  time  ;  Id. 
nor  attest  every  page  ;  382. 
whole  will  to  be  present.  Id. 
by  mark,  381. 
in  presence  ef  testator,  382. 

if  he  might  see  the  attestation,  suffi- 
,  cient.  Id. 
execution,  how  proved,  when  subscribing  witness 
dead,  insane,  or  abroad  ;'  383.  384.  385. 

when  hand-writing  cannot  be  proved,  385. 
will  30  years  old,  whether  to  be  proved,  685. 
if  witnesses  deny  the  due'  exe<iirtk>n,  they  may  be 

contradicted,  ^4. 
will  impeached  for  fraud— evidence  is  admissible 
of  what  testator  said  at  the  time  ;  428. 
if  impeached  by  witness,  who  imputes  fraud 
to    the    other    subscribing    witnesses    de- 
ceased, evidence*  of  their  good  character 
admissible,  3^. 
ambiguity  in  will,  when  explained  by  parol  evi- 
dence;  4ia  411.  417. 
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WILL,  (amtinued.) 

See  tit.  Amlnguiiy^  and  Evidence, 
miitake  in  will,  as  to  deTisee's  name,  or  descrip* 
tion  Qf  propertj,  when  explained,  411.  .412. 
413. 
trust  io  will  raised  by  parol  evidence,  when,  460. 
WITNESS, 

attesting  to  deed ;  see  tit  Deed. 
to  wall.     See  tit.  WiU. 
deceased,  testimony  of,  when  evidence,  199. 
depositions  of.     See  tit.  DepoMon, 
attendance  of,  to  give  evidence,  at  trial,  2. 
mode  of  procuring  attendance; 
in  civil  cases,  2. 

subpoena  ad  testificandum, 

how  man  V  may  be  put  in  one  writ ;  4] 
.  service  of,  4. 

duces  tecum,  11^ 
^fore  commissioners  of  bankrupt,  6. 

of  enclosure,  7. 
in  criminal  cases  ;  7. 

subpoena  ad  testificandum, 

service  of  in  different  parts  of  Cbe  king* 
dom,  8* 
recognisance,  7. 
habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum ;  9.  10. 
when  the  writ  lies, 
how  sued  out  and  served  ;  9.  10. 
for  prisoners  to  come  before  oommissionets,  10« 
cipenses  of  witness  in  civil  cases ;  3. 

in  criminal  cases,  8.  9. 
privilege  of,  from  arfest,  on  trial,  6.  6. 

before  arbitrator,  8. 
before  commissioners  of  bankrupt; 

Id. 
in  going  and  returning,  6. 
proceedings  against,  for  non*attendance ;  4;  i. 
attachment, 

action  on  case  for  damases* 
or  on  Stat.  6  Eliz.  Id. 
incompetency  of;  from 

L  Want  of  understanding,  \3* 
insane,  idiots,  lunatics ; 
deaf  and  dumb,  how  to  give  evidence : 
chil<iren,  when  competent,  14.  16. 

dieir    deciaradons,   not   ttpon    tetib 
not  evidence,  15. 
fi.  Want  of  teligtous  principle,  16. 
what  he  ought  to  believe  ; 
atheists,  infidels,  incompetent,  17. 
eicpomunication,  not  a  ground  of  otyectioni  1 1« 
4iK 
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WITNESS,  {amtmued.) 

oatby  DOW  administered,  19. 

Qyiakers  may  affirm,  when,  20. 
See  tit.  Qiidbert. 
3.  latuaj  of  character ;  22. 

what  offences  iocapacitate,  22.  23. 

proof  of,  bj  record  of  judgment,  24. 
competencj,  how  restored,  24. 
purgation,  ancient  doctrine  of,  17. 
bene^  of  clergjr,  and  burning  in  hand, 
26.  26. 

who  entitled  to  clergy  without 

the  baming ;  25&  26. 
proof  of,  26. 
paidoo,  27. 

under  great  seal, 

by  act  of  paiiiament.  Id.    • 

if  conditional,  perfonnance  to  be 

shown,  27.  28. 
when  disability  part  of  sentence. 

Id. 
warrant  under  priry  seal,  insuf- 
ficient, Id* 
accomplices,  competent,  28. 

See  tit.  Accomplice, 
witness  giving  evidence  to  avoid  hb  owm 
instrument,  not  incompetent,  33. 
4.  Interest  renders  witnesses  incompetent,  34. 
reason  of  the  rule,  34. 
objection  when  to  be  made,  96. 
.  of  the  nature    of  the  interest  which  disqua- 
lifies, 36-"^. 

interest,  tn  ike  juestton, — ^in  the  eotnt  cf 

tkewk,  36. 
wishes,    or    bias   on    the    subject,   ex- 
pectation of  benefit,  kc  36--38. 
several   actions  of  assault,    or   several 
indictments    for    perjui7,^-defendant 
in  one  competent  for  a  defendant 
in  another,  37. 
one  underwriter  competent  for  anodier, 

f  on    indictment   for  perjury   in  answer 

to  a  bill  filed  by  BL,  B.  is  competent, 
.       .  39. 

borrower  of  money  competent  to  prove 
usury,  39. 

that  the  event  may  make  it  more 
easy  to  recover  in  his  own  case,  or 
that  the  verdict  may  be  heard  of  by 
the  juiy, — no  ground  of  incompeten- 
cy, 38.  39. 
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WITNESS,  {anUinued.) 

liability    to     action     or     iDfoimatioD, 
not  sufficient  objection  ;  40. 
persons  in  office, 
^  executor  de  son  torty. 

trustees,  agents,  40. 
witness  thinking  himself  interested, 

41--43. 
honorary  engagement  to  paj  costs, 
42, 

1.  Where  a  verdict  may  be  evidence  for  or  against  . 
a  witness,  he  is  incompetent ;  43.  44. 

as>  on  question,  of  customary  right  of  com- 
mon, 44. 

of  way-going  crop,  44. 
of  liability  to  repair  fences 
contiguous  to  a  common, 
44. 
of  parochial  modus,  45. 
of  common  by  vinciaage ;  45. 
otherwise  when  the  riglit  is 
merely  prescriptive,  45. 
defendant's  bail  not  competent,  46. 
sheriffs  officer  giving  security,  &c.  Id. 
prbchein  amy  or  guardian,  Id. 
•servant  incompetent  to  disprove  his  own 
negligence  in  action  against  his  master, 
46. 
after  proof  of  sale  of  g^ods  to  defendant 
and  J.  S.  as  partners,  J.  S.  is  not  com- 
petent to  prove  the  sale  to  himself  alone, 
46. 
in  action  by  indorsee  against  acceptor,  the 
drawer  of  an  accommodation  bill  is  not 
competent    witness    for    defendant    to 
prove,  that  plaintiff  took  it  for  usurious 
consideration,  46.  48.  49. 
in  ejectment,  the  tenant  in  possession   is 
not    competent    for     defendant    under 
whom  he  holds,  48. 
one  who  is  to  have  a  lease  of  the  lands,  if 
recovered,   not  competent  for  plaintiff, 
48. 

2.  Where   witness  directly  gains  or  loses  by  the 
event,  he  is  incompetent,  49.  60. 

however  small  the  gain  or  less,  62.  53. 
witness  not  competent,  who  has  to  pay,  or 

be  paid,  on  the  event,  48.  49. 
devisee  taking  under  the  same  will,  51. 
bankrupt   not   competent    to    increase    the 

fond,  61.    See  tit.  Bankn^. 
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WITNESS,  (amtmued.) 

creditor  of  bankivpt  net  eompeten^  to 
crease  the  Aiiid,  61. 

See  tit.  Bankrufd. 
witness  discharging  himself  of  a  debt,  62. 
in  ejectment,  witness  not  competent    for 
defendant  to  prove  himself  the  real  U* 
noftf,  and  the  defendadt  hij  bailiff,  52. 
where  the  witness  is  indifferent  to  either  part^, 
having  an  interest  towards  each,  he  is  compe- 
tent, bS. 

as  the  person  who  received  money,  in  as- 
sumpsit for  money  bad  and  received,  53. 
in   question  on  priority  of  demise,  lesser 

competent  when,  63.  64. 
bill  of  exchange  drawn  as  in  partnership 
firm,— either  party  competent  to  show 
want  of  authority  in  the  drawer,  in  ac- 
tion by  payee  against  acceptor,  64. 
•  where  the   witness  has  a  remedy  against  eUher 

party,  the  circumstance  of  its  being  more  easy 
to  enfojt:e  it  is  the  one  case  than  in  the  other 
will  not  make  him  incompetent,  .66.  66. 
interested  witness  cannot  sive  any  kind  of  evi- 
dence, that  as  material  for  enabling  the  party 
to  recover,  on  the  side  on  which  the  interest 
lies,  66. 
party  to  suit,  incompetent,  57. 
'   though  mere  trustee.  Id. 
corporate    body,    liable    to    costs    individually, 
incompetent,  though  indemnified.  Id. 

but  competent^*  if  liable  only  in  corporate 
capacity  ;  Id. 
exception,  in  action  on  stat.  of  Winton.  67.     See 

tit  Hundred, 
party,  not  compellable  to  give  evidence,  60. 
rated  inhabitant  not  compellable,  60. 
may  give  evidence  against  joint  suitor,  60.  61. 
defendant,  when  and  how  to  be  made  witness,  €1. 

See  tit.  DefmdatU, 
husband  and  wife  of  party  to  the  suit  incompetent, 
63.     See  tit.  Husbcmd  and  Wife. 
.    admissions  of  party,  evidence  against  him,  71. 
See  tit.  Admstian, 
party  injured,    competent    iu   criminal  prosecu- 
tions, 86. 

See  tit.  Pro$ecutor. 
exceptions  to  general  rule,  on  the  subject  of  interest. 
91--96. 
infonners,  competent,  when,  92. 
inhabitants  of  county,  parish,  &c.  when,  9% 
See  tit.  inhabiiani. 
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surveyor  of  parish,  in  prosecution  under  high- 
way act,,  d3. 
persons  eatitJed  to  reward  on  conviction,  94. 
agents,    servants,    factors,     when    competent, 
94.  96. 
oompetencj    of    interested    witness,   restored,    how, 
96.  ' 

by  release,  payment,  Itc.  97. 
of  bankrupt,  98. 
ofmember  of  corporation,  98. 

by  resignation  or  disfranchisement,  Id. 
release,  when  unnecessary  ;  99. 
See  tit.  Rtieate. 
,  objection  to  comp«>tp.ncy,  when  to  be  made,  96. 

examination  of, 

on  interrogatories,  10. 

of  prisoner  of  war,  10. 

witness  resident  abroad,  10* 

in  India,  11. 
going  abroad,  10. 
by  consent,  18. 
objectioD  to  competency,  when  regularly  taken,  96. 

206. 
leading  question,  allowed  in  cross-eiamination,  206. 

.  when,  in  eiamination  in  chief.  Id. 
privileged  from  answering,  when,  206. 
to  expose  himself  to  criminal  charge 

or  penalty,  206. 
to  declare  his  own  inCraiy  ;  206 — ^208. 
not  privileged,,  if  his  answer  would  only  subject 
him  to  a  civil  action,  208. 

or  charge  him  with  a  debt,  Id. 
pumber  of  witnesses,  to  prove  a  fact ;  107. 

in  trial  for  perjury,  107. 
in  treason,  108.    See  tit.  Trecuomi 
in  courts  of  equity,  110. 
'  in  ecclesiastical  courts,  1 10. 
memorandum  to  assist  memory,  199.  209. 
opinion  of,  when  evidence,  209. 
cross-examination  of,  rule  as  to ;  210. 

not  to  collateral,  irrelevant  facts,  210. 

witness,   called   and   sworn,   but  not  examined, 

may  be  cross-examined,  211. 
whether,  after  cross-examination,  a  party  may 
recall  the  witness  to  prove  his  case,  and  put 
leading  questions,  211. 
books,  called  for  and  produced,  but  not  used, 
are  not  therefore  evidence  for  the  party  who 
produces,  412. 

but  are  evidence  for  him,  if  inspected, 
though  not  used,  Id. 
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credit  of,  how  imp«icbed  ;  212. 

by  witness  to  bis  geneial  character,  212. 
by  disproFiDg  the  facts  stated  by  him,  Id. 
by  proof  of  cQntradictory  statements  ;  Id. 

depositions  signed  by  witness,  evidence 

to  contradict,  212. 
conviction,    purporting    to   set  oat    his 
depositioo,  not  evidence,  212.  21S. 
party  calling,  cannot  discredit  him  by  evidence 
oi  bis  general  bad  character  ;  110. 
may  disprove  facts,  Id. 
WORDS, 

action  for.     See  tiL  Libels  Siender. 
WRIT, 

return  of  sheriff,  upon  evidence  of  the  fact,  294. 
suing  out,  how  proved  ;  293. ' 

when  only  inducement, 
when  the  gist  of  the  action,  Id. 
ieri  facias,  without  proof  of  judgment,  evidence,  when. 

Id. 
of  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum, 
of  subpwna-ad  testificandum,         ^  See  tit.  Wiine$$. 
duces  tecum. 
WRITINGS, 

ancient,  when  evidence  ;  315. 

proper  custody  of,  to  be  shown,  317.  349. 
public,  not  judicial ;  302—320. 

inspection  of;  see  tit.  Jntpection. 
proof  of  entry  in,  321. 
private  ;  335.     See  tit.  Deed. 

copy  of,  when  evidence  ;  33S.  346. 

parol  evidence  of ;  Id. 

duplicate  original,  342.  343. 

process  for  compelling  production  ;  11.  335. 

party,  when  excused  from    producing, 
«joe. 
notice  to  produce,  336.     See  tit.  Notice. 
Mile   of  court  to  produce,  to  get  the   writing 

stamped,  346.  n. 
rule  for  inspecting  and  taking  copy.  Id. 
judge's  order  for  producing,  in  action  on  policy. 

337. 
proof  of  written  instrument,  356.  357.  &c. 
hand-writing  how  proved,  364.     See  tit.  Handr 
wriiing. 
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PRE^PACE. 


The  learned  and  elegant  Writer  on  the  Principles 
of  Penal  Law/suggested  the  idea  of  the  following 
Essay.  "  The  general  Principles  of  Evidence/* 
he  observes,  ^^  are  a  field  still  open  to  investigation : 
^^  for  the  eonsiderations  of  some  very  ingenious 
^  writers  on  this  subject,  have  been  too  much  influ- 
^^  enced  by  their  acquiescence  in  practical  autho- 
^  rity :  a^  we  are  furnished,  rather  with  useful 
^^  and  se^ible  histories  of  what  the  Law  of  Evi- 
^^  dence  actually  is,  than  with  any  free  and  specula- 
"  tive  disquisition  of  what  it  ought  to  be/'* 

The  nature  of  circumstantial  evidence,  has  neveri 
so  far  as  I  know,  formed  the  subject  of  any  disqui- 
sition in  the  English  language*  A  contradictory 
argument  has  always  appeared  to  me  to  be  ground- 
ed on  the  multiplicity  of  circumstances  produced 
against  a  prisoner:  the  number  of  circumstances 
are  said  to  be  a  proof  of  guilt ;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  they  are  said  to  favour  the  escape  of  the  in- 
nocent Yet  few  if  any  instances  occur,  of  a  pri- 
soner having  been  acquitted  who  was  surrounded 
by  circumstances  unfavourable  to  innocence:  too 
many  instances,  however,  may  be  produced  of  inno- 
cent persons  having  fallen  victims  to  that  species  of 
proof.  As  every  principle,  in  reference  to  practical 
good,  must  be  estimated  by  its  effects,  I  have  con- 
ceived the  Cases  adduced  in  the  Appendix^  are  an 

*  Principles  of  Penal  Law,  p.  164. 
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demned  by  the  Parliament  of  PariS)  in  1688,  tor  a 
robbery  of  the  Cbunt  Montgomery,  although  sii^- 
larjy  curious  and  interesting,  could  not  be  inserted, 
without  swelling  this  little  publication  to  an  incon- 
yenient  bulk. 

The  subject  of  the  present.  Essay  is  limited  to  the 
consideration  of  circumstantial  Evidence,  which, 
from  its  very  nature^  can  never  be  made  liable  to 
positive  rules.  The  case  is  otherwise,  as  to  the 
more  general  principles  of  evidence ;  which,  as  they 
may  be  distinctly  ascertained,  ought  always  to  be 
scrupulously  observed.  In  the  Courts  of  Westmini- 
ster Hall,  a  long  train  of  decisions*  has  produced  a 
track,  which  the  Judges  hold  themselves  bound  to 
follow.  But  every  right  is  not  judged  of  in  West- 
minster HalL  How  many  rights  and  claims  are  de- 
terminiBd  by  commissioners,  boards,  and  committees, 
vested,  for  that  purpose,  with  special  powers,  by  the 
legislature !  We  do  not  presume  to  question  the 
propriety  of  such  particular  authorities  being  occa- 
sionally granted ;  but  we  must  take  the  liberty  to 
lament,  that  all  boards  and  commissioners,  of  this 
sort,  are  not  bound  by  positive  enactment  of  the  le- 
gislature, (for  bound  on  princij^es  of  justice  and 
reason  they  certainly  are,)  to  conduct  their  exami- 
nations in  conformity  to  the  established  rules  of  evi- 
dence ;  as  known  to  the  common  law,  and  practice 
of  the  ordinary  courts  of  justice:  The  committees 
of  the  House  of  Commons,  in  determining  contro- 
,  verted  elections,  appear  anxious  to  regulate  their 
proceedings  by  the  common  rules  of  evidence.  But 
we  have  understood  that  commissionerB  omceive 
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right  of  every  British  subject;  his  property,  his 
character,  his  life,  are  all  dependent  on  this ;  it  is, 
therefore,  not  only  a  primitive  right  itself^  but  the 
palladium  of  every  other ;  and  which  it  is  sacrilege 
to  violate. 


■I 


THE 


THEORY 


or 
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ice.  ice.    . 


Therb  is  no  branch  of  legal  knowledge  which  is  of  mor» 
general  utility,  than  that  which  regards  the  rules  of  evi- 
dence* The  first  point  in  every  trial,  is  to  establish  th* 
frets  of  the  case  \  for  he  who  fails  in  his  proof,  fails  in  eve* 
ry  thing.  Although  the  jurists  hold  the  law  to  be  always 
fixed  and  certain,  yet  the  discovery  of  the  feet,  they  say, 
may  deceive  the  most  sicilful.  No  work  has  as  yet  ap« 
peared  in  the  English  language  on  the  theory  of  evidence ; 
and  th^imture  of  circumstantial  evidence  has  been  still 
less  inquired  into.  The  object  of  the  present  Essay  is  to 
inquire  into  some  of  the  more  ^eMial  principles  of  legal 
proof,  and  particularly  into  that  species  of  proof  which  is 
founded  on  presumptions,  and  is  known  to  the  English 
lawyer  by  the  name  of  circumstantial  evidence. 

^Evidence  and  proof  are  often  confounded,  as  implying 
the  same  idea ;  but  they  difier,  as  cause  and  effect*  Proctf 
18  the  legal  credence  which  the  law  gives  to  any^statement^ 
by  witnesses  or  writings ;  evidence  is  the  legal  process  by 
which  that  proof  is  made.  Hence,  we  say,  that  the  law 
admits  of  no  proof  but  such  as  is  niadie  agreeably  to  its 
own  principles. 

The  principles  of  evidence  are  founded  on  our  observa* 
tions  on  human  conduct,  on  common  life,  and  living  man- 
ners :  they  are  not  just  because  they  are  ndes  of  law ; 
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but  they  are  rules  of  law  because  they  are  just  and  rea- 
sonable. 

It  has  been  iound,  fram  comoion  observation,  that  cer- 
tain circumstances  waiTant  certain  presumptions.  -  Thus, 
that  a  mother  shall  feel  an  affection  for  her  child, — that  -a 
man  shall  be  influenced  by  his  interest, — that  youth  shall 
be  susceptible  of  the  passion  of  love,-*-««re  laws  of  our 
general  nature,  and  grounds  of  evidence  in  every  country* 
Of  the  two  women  who  contended  for  tkeir  right  to  the 
child,  she  was  declared  to  be  the  mother  who  would  not 
consent  to  iu  being  divided  betwixt  them.  Whoi  Lo- 
thario tells  us  that  he  stole  alone,  at  night»  into  the  cham* 
ber  of  his  teistress,  ^^  hot  with  the  Tuscan  grape,  sad  high 
in  blood !"     CceUra  quia  neecU  ? 

13  *A8  the  principles  of  evidence  are  founded  on  the  obser- 
vations of  what  we  have  seen,  or  believed  to  have  been 
passing  in  real  life,  they  will  accordingly  be  suitedto  the 
state  of  the.  society  in  which  we  live,  or  to  the  manners  and 
habits  of  the  times.  >  The  foUowingpassage,  in  the  excel* 
lent  memoirs  of  PhiUpde  Comtnes^  I  believe  to  be  perfect^ 
ly  true,  because  -it  is  confirmed  by  other  accomits  »t>f  the 
general  state  -of  manners  at  the  period  when  he  #rote. 

Lewis  XI.  distributed,  he  asserts^  for  corrupt  purposes, 
sixteen  thousand  crowns^aniong  the  KingofEngland^s  offi- 
cers that  were  about  his  person,  particularly  to  the  chan- 
cellor, the  master  of  the  rolls,  the  lord  chancellor,  &c.  &c.t 

The  truth  of  this  narrative  has  never  been  called  in 
question,  because  it  is  given  by  an  historian  of  great  gravi- 
ty and  character,  and  is^Uastrated  by  the  manners  of  the 
age ;  yet  although  die  author  says  that  his  design  in  writ- 
ing of  these  transactions,  is  to  show  the  method  and  conduct 
of  all  human  affitirs^  by  the  reading  of  which  such  persons 
as  are  employed  in  the  negotiation  of  great  matters,  may 
be  instructed  how  to  manage  their  administrations,  we 

14  should  find  *it  difficult  to  give  credence  to  such  facts^  if 
tielated  of  any  modem  lord  high  chanceller  or  officer  of 
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alate  of 'the  court. of  England*  Thus,  the  same  presomp- 
tive  evidence  that  is  good  ,as  to  the  court  of  Edward  IV» 
and  the  era  of  1477,  is  altogether  extravagant  if  applied 
to  the  court  of  George  IIL  and  the  beginning  of  the  1 9th 
csentnry. 

The  oration  of  Cicero  for  Cluentius, .  exhibits  evidence 
^  judici^il  oomipti<Ni  which  can  only  be  crediled  from  our 
general  knowledge  of  Eoman  manners  at  the  era  <rf  the 
facts  which  he  describes. 

The  King  of  Sian  gave  credence  to  every  thing  which 
a  European  ambassador  told  him«  iis  to  the  circumstances 
aod  cooditioQ  of  Europe,  until  he,  came  to  acquaint  him, 
that  the  rivers  ^nd  sea  were  occasionally  made  so  hard,  by 
the  cold,  that  people  could  walk  on  them ;  but  this  story 
he  totaHy  dtsbeKeved  and  rejected^  as  entirely  repugnant 
to  every  thing  which  he  had  either  iieen  or  heard  ^  atid  the 
ground  of  his  disbelief  was  perfectly  rational. 

A  similar  principle  sways  our  belief  in  respect  to  the 
aeu  ef  individuals,  as  arising  in  the  society  and  period  in 
wUcbwelive.  Weaiways  refer  the  credibility  of  the  case  to 
lAat  has  fallen  within  our  own  observation  and  experience 
^of  men  and  things.    -We  readily  give  credence  to  acts  of  *  15 

«%>mmon  occurtence,  and  are  slow  in  yielding  our 'assent 
to  the  existence  of  new  and  unlooked  for  events*  When  a 
wretch,  at  no  distant  period^  in  affluent  circumstances,  was 
accused  of  having  stolen  some  sheets  of  paper  in  a  shop^ 
the  judges  admitted  him  to  bait  against  evidence,  because 
Ae  charge  was  altogether  unlikely  in  one  of  his  condition 
in^  life.  From  these  instances,  we  may  .safely  infer  that 
^  principles  for  our  believing  or  disbelieving  any  fetcl^ 
are  rather  governed  by  the  manners  and  habits  of  socie^, 
than-by  any  positive  rule.  The  writers* on  -the  general 
law  of  evidence,  such  as  Mascardus  and  Meoochius,  have 
accordingly  declared  that  all  proof  is  arbitrary,  and  de- 
pends on  the  feelings  of  the  judges. 
•  There  are  two  species  of  presumptive  proof:  the  first  is 
the  presumption  of  the  law,  and  the  second  the  presump^ 
lion  of  the  judge,  juryman,  or  tryer. 
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The  presumption  of  the  Iftw  is  thatconditskm  wkkh^ 
law  attaches  to  a  certain  species  of  gntlt.    Thus,  tiM  he 
who  has  ddiberately  and  wiHally  kMed  anolkef^  haa  done 
so  from  madice,  is  a  presumption  of  the  law.    But  hbw  hr 
14  he  who  has  been  found  with  die  sword  in  his  hand  by  *the 

body  of  the  man  just  killed,  dk)  pr  did  not  gke-the  BM>rtal 
strcrfce,  is  a  presumption  to  be  made  by  the  jury,  and  is 
not  determined  nor  determinaMe  by  any  positive  nde  of 
law. 

The  presumption  of  the  law,  Montesquieu  obsertee,  is 
preferable  to  that  of  man.  The  Fmich  law  considers 
every  act  (^a  merchant,  during  the  ten  days  preoecfing  hie 
bankruptcy,  as  fraudulent ;  this  is  the'ppesttmpiliofkX>f  the 
law. 

The  modern  French  code  has  wisely  decreed,  dial  when 
tlie  law,  on  account  of  circumstances,  shaH  have  deemed 
certain  acts  fraudulent,  proof  shall  not  be  sedmitted  that 
diey  were  done  without  fraud.  And  in  our  own,  as  in 
jsvery  other  system  of  legislation,  a  variety  of  qualides  are 
presumed  as  to  different  persons  and  things,  tfgainst  which 
fio  proof  shall  be  alk>wed.  Certainty  is  the  great  Hik^ect 
of  Icfgislation,  and  nothing  could  be  established  but  by  the 
determination  of  some  thing  as  already  fixed. 

AU  proof  is  in  reference  to  some  fact  already  known  and 
admitted, — what  is  doubtfol  must  be  proved  in  reference 
to  what  is  true. 

The  following  rules,  by  Quintilian^  proceed  upon  this 
principle,  but  tbey  are,  perhaps,  rather  curious  than  use* 
17  ful : — One  thing  u,  because  ^an^ther  is  not :  it  is  day,  there- 

fore it  is  not  night.  Om  thing  is^  therefore  anotfter  is:  the 
sun  is  risen,  therefore  it  is  day.  One  thing  it  not^  ihere^ 
fore  another  ie :  it  is  not  night,  therefore  it  is  day.     One 

a  t 

thing  is  not,  therefore  anotktr  is  not:  he  is  not  mtiona^ 
therefore  not  a  man.  ^ 

Evidence  is  divided  into  positive  and  presumptive. 
Posidve  evidence  is  where  th^  witness  swears  distincdy  to 
the  commission  of  the  act  or  crime  which  forms  the  sub- 
ject of  the  trial.    Fresumpdve  etklence  is  that  conclusion 


( 


17 

nUcb  ike  jttiy  draw  fog  themselvcq,  from  cifcuiostaacesror 
minor iicts,. as  twoni  to  by  the  witaesses. 

Pff%84imptioBs  are  censequeaces  drawn  fiN>m  a  fact  tkat 
i»>kA0«FQ  to  serve  for  the  discovery  of  the  trutk  of  a  fiaict 
that  is  iiacertain,  and  which  ona  seeks  to  prove. ,  But  na 
]»«SHmptMKi  can  be  made  but  on  a  fiatct  alrea,dy  knewn  and 
ascertained* :  Thus,  if  the  stains  of  blood  on  the  coat  of 
one  tried  for  murder,  are  to  be  -presumed  as  evidonce  cl 
his  guilty  the  fact  of  the  stains  being  occasioned  by  blood 
must  be  first  distinctly  ascertained ';  the  one  p^resumptioB 
cannot  be  made  to  aid  the  other* 

The  stains  are  not  to  be  presumed  from  blood  becaase 
he  is  pvesumed  to  have  been  the  murderer  v  nor,  on  tfaa 
other  hand,  is  he  to  be  believed  *the  murderer,  because  the  *  18 

alains  arer  believed  to  be  from  blood  ^  for  this  is  reasoning 
in  a  circle,  and  returning  back  to  the  point  from  whence 
dM  argument  oommenced.  In  laws,  the  arguments  should 
be  drawn  from  one  reality  to.  another,  and  not  from  reality 
to  figure,  or  from  figure  to.  reality* 

.Whilst  dwelling  on  the  general  head  of  proof,  it  may  be 
jpBoper  to  inquire  i»  what  does  proof  naturally  consist*  Is 
one  witness,  according  to  i||c  principles  of  natural  reason, 
sufficient  to  give  legal  credence,  or  are  two  witnesses  ne- 
cessary 1        .  . 

The  Roman  or  civil  law  has  required  two  witnesses  to 
each  separate  fact. 

But  this  princ^le  did  not,  perhaps,  arise  from  the  dic- 
tates of  legal  prudence,  but  was  bocrowed  from  a  text  in 
the  Scripture :  ^^  In  the  mouth  of  two  or  three  shall  the 
luil^  be  established*^'  The  text  was  meant  merely  to  cac^ 
ry  reference  to  certain  circumstances  incident  to  the 
Christian,  religion*  But  the  principles  of  religion  are 
happily  founded  on  higher  evidence  than  is  necessary  to 
guide  men  in  the  business  of  common  life* 

^he  incidents  of  commerce,  and  the  daily  intercourse  of 
mankind,  require  only  that  moral  certainty  which  we  are 
warranted,  from  general  observations,  to  .confide  in*  It 
were  superfluous  to  show  h^w  difficult  it  must  be,  nay,  how 
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toipoMiWe,  •often  to  prove  a  crime  by  two  witoewes. 
The  absurdity  and  inconvenieocy  of  the  rale  ba»  beea  at- 
tended  with  that  effect  which  will  always  attend  an  incon- 
venient law }  a  Tariety  of  shifts  have  been  invented  to 
evade  it.  One  witness  is  held  sufficient  to  a  feet  of  a 
g«neral  nature,  and  half  proofis  have  been  established. 

If  die  rules  of  evidence  are  founded  on  the  principles  of 
human  nature,  if,  like  other  mles,  their  fitness  is  to  be 
judged  of;  *y  their  practical  utility ;  it  must  be  admitted, 
ttot  a  proof  by  one  witness,  or  by  circunttances,  in  cer- 
tam  cases,  is  good  and  reasonable. 

k  bll*^«.w  J*/  *^*^°««»'»  I«^  of  %h  t«.««,  diat 

"  iL  r  ^  *^*^'~"'  *^"  T**^  »^  '^to*"*"  ^re  re- 
qmred  to  convKt  a  prisoner  of  the  charge :  that  is  to  say, 

^  w^  to  one  feet,  and  another  to  a  different  feet,  rf 
Ae  same  species  of  treason,  diall  be  heW  to  be  two  wil- 
Be«es^Ui.n  the  m«.nh.gof  the  statute.  But. this  law  was 
p^sed  for  the  securrty  of  th^  subject,  and  to  guard  against 

t ions ;  and  it  is  no  doubt  in  reference  to  crimes  a^t  the 
«tate,  that  Montesquieu  has  made  the  following  ob^srva- 
Oon :-..  Those  laws  which  condemn  a  man  to  death,  on 
the  deposition  of  a  single  witness,  are  fetai  to  liberty.  In 
rjht  reason  there  -should  be  two ;  because  a  witne«  who 
affirms,  and  the  accused  who  denies,  make  an  equal  ba- 
lance,  and  a  third  must  incline  the  scale!."— Besides  tbfe 

the  weight  due  to  the  evidence.  In  the  preset  Essay,  it 
«  not  meant  to  im,uire,  what  crimes  should  be  liabS  J 
die  punishment  of  death,  and  what  n,^^  it  is  only  j^, 
ed  to  mquire  what,  degree  of  pr,£f  Cs  «dficient^Sy 
Ae  mind  of  the  com-ission  of  the  aet.  The  principle  in 
law  IS  clear,  that  the  gnih  is  neither  increased  nor  dimi- 
nished by  the  fulness  or  defect  of  the  proof 
When,  it  will  be  asked,  shall  a  p«>of  be  s'aid  to  be  com- 
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{date  ?  The  answer  must  be^ — ^wfaen  the  judges  are  satisi' 
fiad^  if  the  process  be  regular.  For  what  is  implied  by 
the  term  t6  prove  ?      . 

The* jurists  accjuaint  us,  that  to  proi^e  is  to  convioce  the 
judge. 

Proiare  est  fiiem  facers  judku  'And  this  is  the  meanhig 
assigned  tb  .the  term,  by  the  English  language.    The  com-  ^ 

non  saying)  as  used  in- argument,  where  a  &£t  tsdisputed^ 
-^/  wiU  prove  thii  togaur^i  wiU  convince  you  of  4kis, — I 
wM  *9ati8jy  you  on  thie  Aeod^-^sufficiently  show,  that  to  *31 

•prove,  only  implies,  to  convince  another  of  the  truth  of  our 
assertions*  *  ' 

The  proof  must-  be  held  to  be  complete,  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecutor,  when  he  produces  the  best  evidence  which 
the  case  will  a&rd,  and  such  as  sl^all  induce  the  judges  to 
believe  the  corami«sion  of  the  iact,.  until  it  is  refuted  by 
apposite  evtdeiKse  on  the  part  of  .the  ddendantt :  one  story 
is  good,,  until  another  is  told.  Where-  the  evidence  is  be- 
lieved, and  is  sufficient  to  account  for  the  fact,  no  other 
proof  ifr  necessary.  ^ 

fljpoAAtf/tca/. reasonings  are  susceptible  of  the  highest 
degree  of  evidence,  when  the  given  *  hypothesis  explains 
nmny  phenomenai  and  oontradiots  none  -,  and,  when  every 
otber  hypothesis  is  inconsistent  with  sotte  of  the  phenomena* 
And  this  is  the  principle  on  which  thephilosophy  of  Sir  Isaac 
Newton,  as  to  the  motion  of  the  heavenly  bodies,  is  founded. 

Where  there  is  no  reason, — no/  to  believe ;  that,  alone, 
is  a  reason  for  believing  th^  evidence  of  our  senses. 

*The  senses  are  ever'true,  but  the  undejstanding  often  «  ^S 

Masons  ill*  It  is  not  proper  to  reject  a  probable  opinion^ 
without  establishing  a  better  in  the  room  of  it* 

Jlttt  these  remarks  are,  after  all,  but  barren  generalities  \ 
and  the  observation  of  the  great  writers  on  this  subjecti 
will  too  often  be  found  to  be  just, — that  all  proof  is  arbi- 

t  Indeed  the  proof  is  complete,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutioD,  when  the 
hegi  efvidtnce  hubeen  produced.  That  h  to  saj,  the  proof  thouM  be  made 
Co  rest  there,  whatever  the  piobgUe  effect  of  the  evidence  on  the  court 
max  or  may  not  be» 
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tiary*  ^nd  cannot  be  'redaoed  to  poticiTO  rdetb  It  hap* 
pens,  sometiBies,  that  the  most  probable  things  are  fake ; 
jbr,  if  they  were  always  sepa)rated  froni  &lsehood,  they 
fMiukl  be  certain,  and  not  probable.*— Or,  as  rendered  by 
some  other  translators, — 

The  moat  probable  things,  sometimes  prove  bJae ;  be- 
cause, if  they  were  exempt  from  iiadsity,  tbey  woald  not  be 
probable,  but  certaint* 

h  is  likely  several-  things  may  happen,  which  ^re  not 
likely. 

The  ancient  Romans  were  so  sensible  of  the  uncertaintya 
of  evidence,  and  the  difficulty  of  always  ascertaining  the 
guilt  of  the  prisoner,  that  their  form  of  Judgment,  (or  ver- 
dict of  ^  jury- as  we  would  style  it,)  merely  expressed, 
that  he  appeared  to  have  done  ii^  fedist  vidMiur. 
'm  It  is  not  the  fact,  always,  that  constitutes  the  *guilt,  but 

the  opinion  of  the  jVidge.  "  What  have  the  laws  ordered 
in  such  a  case  ?'*  was  asked  of  an  advocate  of  Byzantium : 
*^  What  I  please,''  was  die  answer|. 

The  end  of  a  proof,  is  to  estaUish  the  matter  in  debate* 
In  every  case,  whether  by  direct  proof,  or  by  that  of  cir- 
cumstantial evidence,  the  jury  ought  always  to  be  fully 
satisfied  of  the  guilt  <^  the  prisoner,  before  they  return 
such  a  verdict.  It  is  immaterial  what  the  proof  is,  if  it  is 
not  believed,  and  brings  conviction  to  the  mind  of  the  jury. 

It  has  been,  of  late  years,  a  &vourite  theme,  to  descant 
upon  the  certainty  of  circumstantial  evidence*  The  prac- 
tice of  the  law,  like  other  things,  has  its  prejudices ;  and 
the  name  of  an  eminent  man,  the  success  of  a  particular 
trial)  will  sometimes  give  sanction  to  a  false  theory. 

Circumstances,  it  is  said,  cannot  lie.  This  is  very  true ; 
but  witnesses  can.  And  from  whom  do  you  obtain  circum- 
stances, but  from  witnesses  ?  Thus,  you  are  liable  to  two 
deceptions  :  first,  in  the  tale  told  by  the  witness ;  and,  se- 
condly, in  your  own  application  of  those  circumstances. 
24  M^ere  a  fact  is  positively  sworn  *U>,  as  seen  by  the  wit- 

t  Aristotle,  Vide  Bajle  Diet.  Agathoo. 
t  Trayels  of  AiiacharaB|  t.  4.  p.  400. 
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ile^b/the^sonclo^ioii  or  inference  to  be  drawn  from  it)  is 
gevierdlly  obvious;  Bat,  where  the  inference  is  to  be 
drawn  from  a  long  train  of  circumstances,  it  is  a  matter  of 
jttdgmeiil ;  it  is>en  -exercise  of  the  understanding ;  and,  as 
all  men  do  not  understand  alike,  very  opposite  conclusions 
are  sometimes  drawn  firom  the  same  shades  of  probabilitj. 
'  Wheii  the  andient  prudence  of  the  law  d^ed  to  a  pri* 
soner  die  benefit  of  counsel,  on  a  capital  chaise,  to  plead 
tor  him,  it  was<  understood  that  the  proof  should  be  so 
clear,  as  to  hm  self*cvident  to  the  jury.  It  was  understood 
«that  the  judge  should  be  counsel  for  the  prisoner ;  that  is 
to  say,  that  be  should  see  that  the  process  was  fair  and 
regular,  and  that  no  undue  advantages  were  taken ;  but 
that  pirOcess  is  vitiated  in  its  vital  part,  when  a  false  prin- 
ciple is  introduced; 

'  *^  A'  presumption,  which  necessarily  arises  from  circum- 
^tffinfces,  i9  very  often  vonfte  convincing,  and  more  satisfec- 
to#y,  thm  any  other  kind  of  evidence ;  it  is  not  within  the 
reach  and  compass  of  human  abiftties  to  invent  a  train  of 
cindRDstances,  which  shall  be  so  connected  together  as  to 
aHiouiit  u>a  proof  of  guilt,  without  affording  oppononities 
of  contradicting  a  great  part,  if  notall,  of  these  circumstan- 
cftg.n — ^Chofge  rf  Mr.  Justice  BuiUr,  on  the  trial  efCap' 
tuin  Donneltanm) 

.   *J^  deny  the  position.  '  I  maintain,  that  the  theory  is  re-  *  25 

pughaitt  to  tbe  re<^ived  principles  of  jurisprudence ;  as 
known  to  the  best  ibreign  writers  on  the  law  of  evidencei^ 
1  maintain,  that  it  is  not  warranted  by  expHetience, — ^thie 
greatest  test  of  every  rule,  the  proof  of  proofs.  And  I  may 
further  assert,  that  it  is  new  to  the  practice  of  the  Englisii 
law.  .  ^  .       -  • 

First,  I  shall  show.  Chat  tll^  theory  is  repugnant  to  the 
received  principles  of  jiMsprudence,  as  known  to  the  best 
foreign  writers,  on  the  law  of  evidence. 

The  firsi  to  whom  I  shall  refer  is  Mascaidus,  a  writer  of 
great  eminence  on  the  general  theory  of  proof;  regarding 
which)  he  has  published  four  volumes. 

^*  Proof  by  evidence  of  the  thing,  is  superior  to  every 
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other  ^  and  of  all  diflereot  kinds,  none  is  so  gfeat  as  that 
which  is  made  by  witnesses  deposing  to  what  they  have 

tecn.^t 

*^  Proof,  by  presumption  and  conjectures/'  he  observes 
in  another  place,  ^<  cannot  be  called  a  true  and  proper 
proof.»»J 

'  2S  «The  work  of  Menocbius  is  entirely  dedicated  to  the 

doctrine  of  presumptions  or  circumstantial  evidence  ;  and 
ahhough  he  displays  that  partiality  for  this  species  of 
proof,  which  is  natural  to  one  who  has  dedicated  his  atten- 
tion to  a  particular  subject,  yet,  in  the  very  first  chapter  of 
his  work,  he  observes,  that  ''  the  proof  or  credence  which 
arises  from  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  is  superior  to  any 
other."§ 

I  shall  not  think  it  necessary  to  load  this  essay  with 
quotations  from  other  writers  on  the  civil  law  ;  the  above 
two  possess  the  most  eminent  authority  of  any  on  the  sub- 
ject of  evidence.  But  the  same  ofHnion  is  expressed  by 
every  other  author,  whom  I  have  had  occasion  to  consult : 
X^o  one  has  jnaintained  the  absurd  position,  that  circum- 
stances cannot  lie ;  or,  that  conjectural  proof  is  superior  to 
that  of  ocular  demonstration. 

Secondl^p  I  maintain,  that  ic  is  not  warranted  by  ex-^ 
perience,-*-the  great  test  of  every  rule. 

It  mijght  appear  invidious,  to  carry  reference,  to  cases  oj 
modern  occurrence,  where  fatal  mistakes  have  been  disco- 
yered  of  persons  too  hastily  convicted  on  mere  circumstan- 

rg.-^  tial  evidence  5  *the  history  of  the  judicial  proceedings  in 

this  and  in  every  other  country,  will  afford  top  many  illus- 
trations. 

Some  cases  of  this  kind  will  be  found  well  illustrated  in 

t  Probatio  per  evidenttam  rci  oranibua  e^  poteotior,  et  ioter  omiies  ejus 
generis  major  est  ilia,  qoie  fit  per  testes  de  visu.  (Mascardas  de  Proba- 
donibu^,  V,  1.  q.  8.  n.  8.) 

%  Probatio  per  presomptioDes  et  coDJecturas  dki  non  potest  vera  et  pro- 
pria probatio. 

k  Probatio  sea  fides  quae  testibus  fit.  cceteris  excettet,  (M«*«<*H|  ^e 
Fraesumptionibiit,  1. 1.  q.  1.) 


Lord  Chief  Justice  Hale^s  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  voK  3.  ps 
289.t 

Various  instances  occur,  of  the  fetal  error  having  beea 
too  late  discovered ;  but  who  can  say,  hoiv  many  instances 
have  occurred,  where' the  mistake  has  never  been  disco- 
vered? 

It  has  often  happened,  that  the  real  murderer  has  con- 
fessed the  feet  for  which  the  innocent  man  has  suffered ; 
but,  as  real  murderers  do  not  alleys  confers  when  inno- 
cent men  suffer,  it  is  impossible  to  say  to  what  length  thiii 
dangerous  doctrine  may  have  been  carried. 

Thirdly i  I  haVe  fbrther.to  observe,  that  this  principle  ii 
new  to  the  practice  of  the  English  laWi 

That  great  collectidn  of  criihinal  cases,  which  bears  the 
name  of  the  State  Trials,  contains  a  vast  fund  of  legal 
knowledge. 

The  opinions  of  the  judges,  however,  as  expressed  in 
"Btate  prosecutions,  are  not  always  to  be  regarded  as  law,' 
until  we  reach  the  period  of  the  revolution^ 

*New  enactments  of  the  legislature  have  changed  some  ^  j| 

part  of  the  law,  and  the  improving  experience  of  time  has 
altered  others.  The  first  notice  to  be  found  of  this  princi- 
ple, in  sound  and  wholesome  times,  is  on  the  trial  of  a  Miss 
Blandy,  for  poisoning  her  father, — before  Mr.  Baron 
Legge,  in  1752. 

The  judge,  in  summing  up  the  evidence  to  the  junp^, 
declares  that  circumstances  are  more  convincing  and  satis- 
factory than  any  other  kind  of  evidence  ;  because  "yjic<*,'' 
he  says,  "  cannot  /ie."t 

That  facts  cannot  lie,  is  sound  logic  no  doubt.  Merf' 
6nly  lie.  But  as  we  only  know  facts  through  the  medichU 
of  witnesses,  the  truth  of  the  fact  depends  always  upon  the 
truth  of  the  witnesi^ ;  so  that,  although  he  furnishes  us  with 
a  thousand  facts,  it  is  of  no  consequence,  if  he  himself  19 
unsound* 

The  next  occasion  on  which  this  doctrme  appe^rsy  is  oA 

t  S06  Appmdix* 

%  State  Tritb,  r.  10.  p.  9, 
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the  celebraled  trial  of  Caplaih  Dooneilaa,  in  1781,  before  ' 
Mr.  Justice  Buller,  in  the  passage  already  quoted.     But 
he  has  tltered  the  position  a  little,  by  shifting  the  criterion 

*  29  *from  facts  to  circumstances.  Facts,  before,  were  the  stand- 

ard of  truth ;  circuoidtances  are  now  made  to  be  so.  For 
circumstances  cannot  lie.  But  what  else  are  circumstan- 
ces but  facts,  or  mmor  facts ;  and  I  must  take  the  liberty 
to  say,  that  circumstances  are  still  more  liable  to  deceive^ 
or  to  lead  to  deception,  dian  even  facts*  A  fact  being 
more  an  object  of  sight,  is  easier  apprehended  by  the 
senses  than  a  circumstance ;  which,  from  its  triviality  often 
escapes  the  attention  altogether,  is  misapprehended,  or 
assigned  to  a  wrong  cause. 

The  trial  in  question,  wiD  afford  a  most  unparallel^  il- 
lustration of  the  truth  of  this  .observation ;  it  will  show  the 
fallibility  of  circumstances,  and  the  very  opposite  conclu- 
sions which  different  men. will  draw  from  the  same  appear- 
ances.      '  I 

I  shall  here  give  the  general  shape  of  the  case : — 

If  shape  it  might  be  called,  which  shape  had  none, — 
•  Or,  substance  knight  be  called,  vdach  shadow  aeemed. 

Sir  Thcodosius  Boughton,  a  young  man  of  a  delicate  coi^ 
stitution,  had  sent  to  a  country  apothecary's  shop  for  a 
draught  of  medicine.  Different  phials  appear  to  have  been 
in  his  chamber,  at  the  time  he  took  the  draught ;  which 

*  30  was  ^intended  to  be  a  composition  of  rhubarb,  jalap,  and 

lavender  water. 

He  was  suddenly  seized  with  convulsions  in  his  stomach, 
and  foaming  at  the  mouth ;  and  expired  befoi^  he  could 
give  any  explanation.  On  rinsing  one  of  the  phials,  the 
sediment  gave  the  effluvia  of  laurel  water,  which  is  known 
to  be  a  strong  poison.  Convulsions,  foaming  at  the  mouth, 
and  sudden  death,  are  the  natural  effects  of  that  liquid. 

But  eveiy  man  who  dies  in  that  way,  is  not,  therefore, 
poisoned.  The  apoplexy  will  produce  the  same  effects 
and  appearances :  of  which  disease,  the  father  of  the  youn^ 
man  was  knows  to  have  died. .  No  evidence  whatever  was 
produced  as  to  the  existence  of  the  laurel  water. 
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Captata  Doimellany  the  brother-in«law  of  Sir  Theodosi* 
us,  was  living  in  his  house  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
He  was  the  next  heir  to  the  estate,  and|  accordingly,  the 
person  who  had  the -most  immediate  interest  in  his  death. 
He  certainly  betrayed  some  uneasiness  on  tjie  event,  and 
appearances  indicated  that  he  was  afraid  of  being  suspect- 
ed as  the  author  of  the  mischief.  But,  if  it  was  natural  that 
he  should  be  suspected,  if  the  cui  bono  points  out  the  actor 
of  a  neiarious  deed^,  it  was  not  unnatural  that  he  should 
find  himself  placed  under  circumstances  *of  peculiar  deli-  *  31 

cacy,  and  manifest  embarrassment  and  confusion  in  his 
conduct. 

Captain  Donnellan  was  brought  to  trial,  on  a  charge  of 
poisoning  Sir  Theodosius  Boughton. 

The  leading  point  in  every  case  of  this  sort,  is — did  the 
deceased  die  of  poison  ?  For,  if  he  did. not,  there  is  an  end 
of  the  whole.  Where  there  was  no  poison,  there  was  n^ 
poisoner,  ^ 

But  this  was  altogether  a  question  to  be  decided  by  the 
opinion  of  medical  men.  From  what  then  did  they  form 
their  opinion  ?  From  any  of  those  broad  marks,  respecting 
which  aU  men  judge  alike.  No ;  there  was  nothing  of  the 
kind  to  guide  dieir  judgment.  The  whole  cause  turned  on 
circumstances,  from  first  to  last.  Presumptions  were 
formed  on  conjectures;  and  conjectures  supposed  from 
circumstances  never  proved.  Four  physicians  inspected 
the  body^  on  dissection,  the  eleventh  day  after  the  death. 
They  gave  their  opinion  to  the  jury,  and  described  the  cir- 
cumstances on  which  that  opinion  was  founded ;  those  four 
said,  they  believed  him  to  have  died  of  poison. 

The  circumstances  on  which  they  had  given  their  opi- 
nion, were  stated,  at  the  trial,  to  Doctor  John  Hunter,  the 
most  eminent  physician  of  the  age.  He  declared  he  could 
not  discover,  in  any  one  of  those  circumstances,  nor  in  all 
of  them  ^united,  any  sign  of  the  deceased  having  died  from  ^* 

poison,  nor  any  symptoms  bey<»id  those  incident  to  a  man 
dying  suddenly. 

Q.  from  the  court  to  Mr.  Hunter.    Then,  in  your  judg* 
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lacnt,  upon  the  appearance  the  gentlemen  have  describee^ 
no  inference  can  be  drawn  from-tbence  that  Sir  Theodosius 
Bougbton  died  of  poifton  ? — A.  Certainly  not ;  it  does  not 
gyve  the  least  suspicion. 

In  questions  of  science,  and  above  aJl  in  those  of  oiedi- 
cal  science,  the  faith  to  be  reposed  in  anj  opinion,  will  be 
regulated  by  the  professional  eminence  of  the  person  giv- 
ing it*  One  man's  sight  being  generally  as  good  as  that  oi 
another,  as  to  a  mere  matter  of  fact  (  as  whether  he  saw, 
or  did  not  see  such  a  thing,  the  learned  and  the  fgnorant 
are  upon  a  par,  and  one  witness  to  a  fact  is  just  as  good 
as  another.  But  the  case  is  very  different  as  to  a  mattei 
of  science  ;  for  one  man's  judgment  will  outweigh  that  ol 
many.  Upon  a  point  of  law  or  equity,  we  would  not  put 
the  opinion  of  a  country  attorney,  or  of  four  country  attor- 
neys, against  that  of  a  chief  justice.  Doctor  John  Hunter 
ttood,  at  that  time,  at  the  very  head  of  his  profession ;  his 
opinion  gave  the  law  to  that  profes^n,  both  in  England 
and  in  every  country  in  Europe.  Had  the  profession  been 
35  ji  to  estimate  bis  opinion,  and  not  the  jury,  a  *very  different 
verdict  would  have  been  given.  The  case  referred  pecu« 
iiarly  to  I>octor  Hunter's  line  of  study, — that  of  dissection^ 
and  the  appearances  incident  to  a  body  on  sudden  ahd 
convulsive  death.  He  pronounced,  that  the  dissection  had 
been  irregularly  made,  and  in  a  way  not  to  afford  the  true 
criterion  to  judge  by.  And,  where  the  process  is  irregular^ 
when  the  experiment  is  defective,  the  conclusion  must  al- 
ways be  vague  and  doubtful. 

The  gentlemen  composing  the  jury,  did  not  perhaps 
know  the  eminence  of  Mr.  Hunter's  character ;  nor,  con- 
sequently, the  weight  due  to  his  opinion.  But  the  judge, 
on  the  bench,  no  doubt  knew  this ;  and  in  balancing  the 
evidence,  and  in  summing  up,  it  was  clearly  his  duty  to 
have  stated  the  great  weight  to  be  attached  to  Mr.  Hun- 
ter's observations.  He  stated  nothing  of  all  this ;  but 
took  them  numerically,  ^^  four  medical  men  to  one." 

Thus,  from  an  irregular  dissection^  a  positive  conclusion 
was  admitted. 
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.  It  is  a  i*ule  of  law,  and  above  all  in  cases  pf  life  and 
deatbi,  that  the  want  of  any  one  circumstance  will  prevent 
the  effect  of  the  whole.  Thus,  if  the  dissection  was  irre- 
gular,  the  opinion  formed  in  reference, to  that  dissection 
was  %  mere  nothing. 

*As  well  may  you  suppose  that  proposition  itself  to  be  *  34 

true,  which  you  wish  to  prove,  .as  that  other,  whereby  you 
hope  to  pn)ve  it. 

Post  hoc  ;  ergo  propter  hoc — is  a  species  of  argument 
which  often  leads  to  fallacy. 

Because  the  fact  immediately  followed  ;  therefore -it  was 
occasioned  by  that  which  it  followed.  He  died  immediate- 
ly after  taking  the  medicine ;  therefore,  he  was  killed  by 
the  medicine. 

The  present  question  is,  was  the  process  on  the  trial 
according  to  law  ?  Was  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  regu- 
lar and  legal  forms  ?  The  grounds  on  which  the  legal  in* 
ference  is  to  be  drawo,  must  always  of  themselves  be  clear 
and  certain  ;  there  is  no  presumption  upon  a  presumption ; 
there  is  no  inference  from  a  fact  not  known. 

When  the  judgment  of  the  law  is  passed  in  reference  to 
^  certain  thing,  the  existence  of  that  thing  should  be  first 
cleanly  made  to  appear. 

The  fact  of  poisoning  ought  to  have  been  established, 
beyond  a  shadow  of  doubt,  before  any  person  was  convict- 
pd  as  the  poisoner. 

But  the  jury,  it  will  be  said,  were  satisfied  on  this  point. 
Hdd  the  evidence  been  duly  summed  up  by  the  judge; 
had  they  been  told,  as  they  ought  to  have  been,  that  in  ex- 
perimental philosophy,  such  ^s  tracing  the  effects  of  a  par- 
*ticular  poison,  in  tracing  the  causes,  so  many  and  so  com-  *  35 

plicated  that  lead  to  death,  if  the  experiment  is  defective, 
if  the  process  is  vitiated  iu  one  instance,  the  result  is  also 
vitiated  and  defective.  Every  practitioner  in  philosophy 
is  sensible  and  aware  of  this  truth ;  and  wherever  he  finds 
that  he  has  erred  in  his  experiment,  he  sets  the  case  aside, 
as  affording  no  satisfactory  result,  and  reaews  his  process 
in  another  subject. 
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'  3ut,  unfortanatdj,  it  is  a  matter  of  pride,  in  some  men, 
to  be  always  certain  in  their  opinion,  and  to  appear  be- 
yond the  inflaence  of  doubt*  Very  different  was  the  prac- 
tice of  that  modest  and  eminent  man  who  gave  his  evidence 
on  this  trial :  he  was  accustomed  to  the  fiJIacioosikCKs  of 
appearances, — to  thr  danger  of  faastj  inferences  from  im- 
perfect proofs,  and  refused  to  give  his  assent  to  an  opinion, 
without  facts  being  first  produced  to  support  it.  ^^  If  I 
knew,''  said  Mr.  Hunter,  "  that  the  draught  Was  poison,  I 
should  say,  most^  probably,  that  the  symptoms  arose  from 
that ;  but  when  I  don't  know  that  that  draught  was  poison, 
when  T  consider  that  a  number  of  other  things  mi^bt  occa- 
sion his  death,  I  cannot  answer  positively  to  it." 

During  the  whole  course  of  this  celebrated  trial,  there 
was  not  a  single  fact  established  by  evidence,  except  the 
36  death,  and  the  convulsive  'appearances  at  the  moment. 

These  appearances,  Mr.  Hunter  declared,  aflR>rded  no 
suspicion  whatever  of  poison,  and  were  generally  incident 
to  sudden  death,  in  what  might  be  called  a  state  of'^health  ; 
not  only  there  was  no  fact  proved,  but  there  was  not  one 
single  circumstance  proved.  One  circumstance  was  sup- 
posed from  another,  equally  suppositious,  and  from  two 
fictions  united  a  third  was  produced.  The  existence  of 
the  laurel  water  was  thus  made  out :  the  sediment  found  in 
the  phial,  from  which  the  unfortunate  young  man  had 
drunk,  was  supposed  to  smell  lijce  bitter  almonds ;  for,  as 
the  smell  of  laurel  water  was  not  then  known  to  Lady 
Boughton,  she  could  not  trace  the  resemblance  further ; 
bitter  almonds  were  supposed  to  smell  like  laurel  water. 

It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  the  smell  attached  to  the 
phial  was  momentary,  for  it  was  washed  out  almost  imme- 
diately, and  could  not  be  twice  experienced.  But  what  so 
uncertain  as  the  sense  of  smell  ?  Of  all  the  human  senses, 
it  is  the  most  uncertain,  the  most  variable,  and  fallacious. 
It  is  often  difierent  in  different  men,  and  different  in  the 
same  person,  at  one  hour,  from  what  it  is  at  the  next ;  a 
cold,  a  slight  indisposition,  the  stale  of  the  stomach,  a  sud- 
de^  exposure  to  the  air,  will  extenuate  or  destroy  this  im- 
pression. 
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*But  this  traia  of  proof  was  altogether  at  variance 
first  priociples.  In  law,  as  already  observed,  the  argu- 
meiUs  should  be  drawn  frood  one  reality  to  another;  but 
here,  the  argument  turned  upon  the  breath,  the  smell  of  a 
iiroman,  distracted  at  the  moment,  with  the  loss  of  her  son, 
and  ready  to  ascribe  that  evil  to  the  first  thing  that  came 
in  her  way. 

All  proof  must  begin  at  a  fixed  point.  The  law  never 
admits  of  an  inference  from  an  inference.  Two  imperfect 
things  cannot  make  one  perfect.  That  which  is  weak,  ' 
may  b$  made  stronger ;  but  that  which  has  no  substance, 
cannot  be  corroborated..  The  question  is  never  what  a 
thing  is  like ;  but  the  witness  must  swear  to  his  l>elief,  as  to 
what  it  is.  A  simile  is  no  argument.  Upon  the  principle, 
that  comparison  of  hands  is  no  evidence,  in  a  criminal 
trial,  comparison  of  smells  must  be  held  to  be  equally  de- 
fective. Besides,  there  are  a  variety  of  articles,  that  re* 
semble  bitter  almonds  in  the  smell,  and  many  of  A/eob 
altogether  innoxious. 

'  In  circumstantial  evidence,  the  circumstance  and  the 
presumption  are  too  often  confounded;  as  they  seem  to 
have  been  throughout  thi^  trial.  The  circumstance  is  al- 
ways a  fact ;  the  presumption  is  the  inference  drawn  front 
that  fact.  It  is  hence  called  presumptive  proof;  because 
it  proceeds  ^merely  on  presumption  or  opinion.     But  the  "*  38 

circumstance  itself  is  never  to  be  presumed,  but  must  be 
substantively  proved.  An  argument  ought  lo  consist  in 
something  that  is  iUelf  admitted ;  for  who  can  provie  one 
doubtful  thing  by  another^  If  it  was  not  laurel  water,  that 
Sir  Theodosius  drank,  the  proof  fttils  as  to  the  efiect ;  and, 
certainly,  some  of  the  usual  proofs,  some  of  the  common 
indicia  or  marks  of  things,  should  have  been  established* 
Where  did  the  prisoaer  procure  it  ?  From  whom  did  he 
obtain  it  ?  Where,  and  what  time, — ^and  by  whom,  or  how 
did  he  administer  it  ft  Nothing  of  this  kind  was  proved. 

t  Veneaoft  argiit :  mbi«aif  a  quo?  qoaati?  par  qMmdcdi?  gio  co«« 
wlo  ?  It^iintiliMi  L  S.  c.  9*  ■.  37. 
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The  whole  |>roof9  as  to  laurel  water,  rested  upon  the  c* 
parison  of  the  smell.  Question  to  Doctor  Parsons — '^  1 
grouud  your  opinion  upon  the  description  of  its  smell 
Lady  Boughlon  ?  Answer.  *^  Yes,  we  can  ground 
opinion  upon  nothing  else  but  that,  and  the  subsequ 
eftcts.'' 

But  the  judgment  of  the  cause  from  its  effects,  Mr.  H 
ter  has  already  shown  to  be  equally  conjectural  as  1 
formed  from  its  resemblance  in  smelL 
39  ^The  proof  proceeds.     He  was  supposed  to  be  pois 

ed,  becaiise it  wsis  believed  to  be  laurel  water)  and  it 
believed  to  be  laurel  water,  because  he  was  supposes 
be  poisoned.  We  will  not  say  that  both  these  suppositi 
might  not  have  been  true ;  yet  still  they  were  but  con; 
lures,  unsupported  by  any  proof,  and  formed  against 
the  rule^  of  law. 

But  the  accused,  it  is  said,  furnished  the  proof  aga 
himself,  by  his  own  distrust  of  his  innocence*  He 
doubt  betrayed  great  apprehensions  of  being  charged  \ 
the  murder ;  but  are  innocent  men  never  afraid  of  be 
thought  guilty  i 

We  readily  recognise  all  the  jpnerai  truisms,  and  c 
|non-place  observations,  as  to  the  confidence  of  innocei 
and  the  consciousness  of  gii^ilt ;  but  we  find,  from  hist< 
that  innocence  loses  its  confidence,  when  oppressed  v 
prejudice  •,  a^nd  that  men  have  been  convicted  of  cria 
which  they  never  committed,  from  the  very  means  wh 
they  hav^  taken  to  cleac  themselves. 

"  An  uncle  who  had  the  bringing  up  of  his  niece, 
whom  he  was  heir  at  law,  correcting  her  for  some  offen 
she  was  heard  to  say,  *  good  uncle,  do  not  kill  me  ;'  ai 
which  time  the  child  could  not  be  found;  whereupon  I 
lr^  uncle  *was  committed  qpo.n>  suspicion  of  Inurder,  and  i 

pionisbed,  by  the  jusuces  of  the  asmze,  to  find  out  the  chi 
by  the  next  assizes ;  against  which  time  he  could  not  fij 
her,  but  brought,  another  child,  as  like  her  in  person  at 
year$  as  he  could  find,  and  apparelled  her  like  the  in 
^hild ;  but  on  examination  she  was  found  not  to  be  il 
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true  cbiid.  tJpoo  these  presumptioDB,  (which  were  cdn- 
sidered  (o  be  as  strong  as  facts  that  appear  ia  the  brcMd 
fiice  of  day,)  he  was  found  guilty  and  executed  :  but  ifai! 
truth  was,  the  child,  being  beaten,  rao  away,  and  was  re- 
ceived by  a  stranger }  and  afterwards,  when  she  came  (tf 
age  to  have  her  land,  came  and  demanded  it,  and  was  di- 
rectly proved  to  be  the  true  child."t 

The  above  case  was  referred  to  by  Loril  Mansfield,  in 
his  speech  in  the  Douglas  caase,  as  an  illustration  that 
forgery,  and  falsehood  itself,  has  been  sometimes  used  to 
defend  even  an  innocent  cause4  "It  was  no -uncommon 
thing,'*  he  observed,  Itnot  a  man  lo  defend  a  good  cause 
by  fbul  means,  or  false  pretences*" 

Captain  Donnellan  was  liable  lo  suspicioh,  and  to  great 
suspicion,  on  the  general  relations  of  the  subjecti  inde^ 
pendent  of  particular  circumstances,  *and  would  have  been 
suspected  by  all  the  world,  had  he  been  never  so  innocent. 

In  the  first  place,  it  was  a  well-knoWn  fact,  ^lat  he  bad 
been  obliged  either  to  quit  the  army,  (to  which  he  origin- 
Ally  belonged,)  or  had  been  cashiered  by  the  sentence  of 
a  court  martial. 

Secondly,  he  was  of  atl  other  men  the  pCrsctn  who  was 
to  have  gained  by  the  death  of  Sir  Thcodosius  Bougbton ; 
to  whose  estate  and  property  he  succeeded  as  his  brother- 
in-law.  No  other  human  being  had  an  interest  in  the  case. 
Such  is  the  disposition  in  human  nature,  (founded  perhaps 
'  on  3  too  just  knowledge  of  our  feelings  and  principles  of 
action,)  that  first  suspicion  always  points  to  the  person 
who  is  to  gain  by  it,  as  the  atithca-  of  aby  mischief  of  whidi 
the  real  perpetrator  is  not  known.  The  cm  bono  was  not 
invented  by  Cassiiu  Severus,  to  whom  it  is  ascribed, — but 
every  man  is  alike  the  rod:  of  the  accvted,  in  this  respect. 

If,  therefore,  it  was  natural,  on  general  grounds,  that 
Mr.  Donneilan  should  be  so  suspected,  it  was  also  natural 
for  him  to  be  sensible  that  he  would  be  so,  and-  coose< 
fuently,  to  be  alarmed,  distracted,  and  uneasy. 

*  B*le<i  Fku  of  flw  Cnm,  t.  Cp.  aoO.. 
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But  it  will  be  said,  that,  granting  ail  this,  he  dispia; 
*  42  more  uneasiness  than  was  even  natural  *to  one  in  his  sit 

tion.  li  is  a  delicate  thing  to  answer  this  question, — i 
a  nice  thing  to  fix  die  standard  of  hitman  feelings, — aD< 
say  what  degree  of  perturbation  a  man,  already  bran 
with  guilt  and  conviction,  shall  feel  when  placed  un 
circumstances  which  make  him  to  be  suspected  of  a  cs 
tal  crime* 

Lawyers,  and  those  accustomed  to  see  and  advise  1 
persons  ui  that  unfortunate  predicament,  can  only  tell 
terrible  apprehensions  that  every  man  feels  at  the  ide 
being  a  second  rime  brought  to  a^i^blic  trial ;  it  is  a 
gether  a  new  view  of  human  nature,  and  we  seldom  c 
mate,  rightly,  feelings  which  we  have  never  ezperien< 
nor  expect  to  experience  in  our  own  persons,  nor  fa 
witnessed  in  that  of  others ; — 

**  To  thee  no  reaaoD, — 

^  Who  good  has  only  known,  and  eyil  has  not  proved.^' 

They  who  have  been  accustomed  to  carry  on  crim 
prosecutions,*  must  he  fully  aware  of  the  influence  whi< 
foroser  trial  and  conviction  is  calculated  to  have  on  alo 
any  accusation ;  but  in  no  casecan  that  influence  be  gr 
er  than  where  the  trial  turns  on  presumptive  proof. 
^4^  here  it  is  often  the  feelings,  the  prejudices,  *and  opiuioi 

the  jury,  thafsupply  the  want  .of  evidence. 

Suspicion  is  to  be  distinguished  from  proof, — a  tbousi 
suspicions  do  not  form  one  proof.  We  understand,  in  c< 
mon  language,  by  the  term  suspicion,  the  imagining 
something  ill,  without  proof«  It  may,  therefore,  foro 
proper  ground  of  accusation,  but  never  of  conviction  i 
seems  lo  arise  from  the  general  semblance  of  things,  s 
often  from  the  morals  of  the  individual,  rather  than  fr 
any  distinct  act.  Thus,  in  the  civil  law,  a  guardian  is  i 
garded  as  suspected,  whose  morals  render  him  so. 

A  suspicion  is  one  thing,  and  a  necessary  inference  a^ 
other:  a  suspicion  is  an  impression  on  another  mac 
mind, — an  inference  is  made  from  the  fact  itself* 
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There  certainly  war  no  overt  act  proved  against  the 
prisoaer  during  the  wbdle  course  of  this  trials  it  was  not 
proved  that  be  gave  the  poison,  or  saw  it  given,  or  had 
such  in  his  possession.  Many  things,  no  doubt,  in  his  d«» 
meanor  and  conversation,  gave  strong  suspicions  against 
bim  ;  but,  if  the  civil  law  positively  forbids  a  man  being 
condemned  on  suspicion,  can  that  be  justified  by  cues  ? 

*'  The  wisdom  and  goodness  of  our  law  appears  in  no- 
thing  more  remarkably,  than  in  the  'perspicuity,  certainty, 
and  cleamess  of  the  evidence  it  requires  to  fix  a  crimQ 
upon  any  man,  whereby  his  life,  his  liberty,  or  his  proper- 
ty  can  be  concerned :  herein  we  glory  and  pride  our- 
selves, and  are  justly  the  envy  of  all  our  neighbour  na- 
tions. Our  law,  in  such  cases,  requires  evidence  so  clear 
and  convincing,  that  every  bystander,  the  instant  he  hears 
it,  must  be  fully  satisfied  of  the  truth  and  certainty  of  it.  It 
admits  of  no  surmises,  innuendoes,  forced  consequences, 
er  barsR  constructions,  nor  any  thing  else  to  be  offered  as 
evidence,  but  what  is  real  and  substantial,  according  to 
the  rales  of  natural  justice  and  equity."t 

We  have  been  the  more  full  in  our  observations  on  this 
trial,  because  it  has  been  so  often  quoted  with  a  sort  t^ 
triumph,  as  forming  a  model  and  illustration  of  the  nature 
of  circumstantial  evideoce.  It  is  an  illustration,  indeed, 
(if  how  little  evidence  one  man  has  been  convicted  on ;  but 
it  is  an  illustration  of  nothing  else.:f 

We  can  never  bring  ourselves  to  believe,  that  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  forfeit  the  life  of  a  man  oit  bare  *suspicioo,  on 
presumptbns  without  proof,  and  on  inferences  unsupporl. 
ed  by  evidence. 

A  rule  of  conduct,  to  be  good,  must  be  so  on  general 
grounds,  and  in  reference  to  the  stale  of  society  in  which 
we  are  placed ;  and,  happily,  the  wholesome  state  of  Bri- 
ti^  morale  does  not  require  that  racnshould  be  convicted 
on  any  evidence  but  that  which  is  established  by  law,  9-^ 
warranted  by  sound  reason. 

t  Lord  dowper^  Speech  og  Ibe  Bldiop  of  Rochaier*!  tiial. 

4  Be*  AppaBdi*,  Ho.  L 
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The  mischief  of  a  nice  conviction  does  not  rest  with 
particular  ease ;  precedents  are  grounds  of  law  by 
Eifglish  practice,  and  indeed  the  most  general  ground 
our  law  of  evidence. 

We  have,  in  more  than  one  instance,  witnessed  the  i 
trine  of  circumstantial  evidence  being  hastily  applied 
loote  analogies  and  incidents,  foreign  to  the  intrinsic  c 
ditioos  oC  the  subject*  But  we  do  not  feel  ourselvei 
liberty  to  hurt  the  tenderness  due  to  living  reputation 
recurrence  to  recent  instances  ;  we  adopt  the  more  ag 
able  duty  of  bearing  testimony  to  the  wise  maxim  oj 
eminent  magistrate :  ^*  Nothing  can  be  more  dangeroui 
unjust,  in  matters  of  this  nature,^'  says  Mr.  Chief  Jus 
Hyde,  speaking  of  homicide,  ^^  than  to  establish  mate 
distinctions  upon  points  which  do  not  enter  into  the 
trinsic  merits  of  the  case."  {East^s  Pleas  of  the  Crom 
34  K) 
4^  *Thc  evidence  of  circumstances  on  every  crtmiffal  t 

should  be  confined  as  much  as  possible  to  the  actual  c 
mission  of  the  fact. 

The  intention,  inciieed,  must  always  precede  the  act, 
is  chiefly  to  be  judged  of.  by  antecedent  circumstan 
But  then  each  of  these  circumstances  should  be  regai 
as  a  fact  to  be  proved  and  established  by  evidence  ;  \ 
unless  so'eMablished,  ought  never  to  form  a  groun< 
conviction.  We  must  once  more  revert  to  the  trial  fo 
lustration.  On  passing  sentence,  Mr.  Justice  Buller  < 
veyed  the  following  opinion  as  to  the  motives : — ^<  Pre 
bly  the  greatness  of  his  fortune  caused  the  greatness 
your  offence ;  and  I  am  fully  satisfied,  on  the  evide 
given  against  you,  that  avarice  was  your  motive,  and 
pocrisy  served  you  with  the  means.*'' 

But  where  or  how  was  this  proved  by  evidence  on 
trial  ?  The  speech  of  a  judge  is  to  be  taken  out  of  the  i 
dence  adduced  on  the  trial ; — ^if  it  is  not  so  limited,  ic  a 
be  difficult  to  fix  its  bounds. 

In  a  criminal  trial,  and  more  especially  in  the  trial  fo 
capital  offence^  every  thing  is  supposedto  be  governed 
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ftzed  and  known  rules.  There  is  bere.no  room  for  the 
discretion  of  a  judge  ;  the  proof  by  which  the  prisoner  is 
to  be  tried  is  as  fixed  as  the  law  which  condemns  the 
*crime ;  at  least,  the  principles  of  that  proof  are  to  be  *  47 

stated  by  the  judge  to  the  jury,  as  known  and  received 
maxims  of  reason,  handed  down  by  a  long  train  of  pre- 
cedents, or  fixed  by  statutary  enactment.  ^'  Whatever  the 
rules  in  Westminster  Hall  are,  it  is  not  therefore  reason 
because  it  is  a  rule ;  but  because  it  is  reason,  and  reason 
approved  of  by  long  experience,  therefore  it  i^  a  rule." 
{Slate  Triahy  vol.  4.  p.  391.)  .  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
fuller  might  have  been  very  just,  but  if  it  was  not  regular- 
ly formed,  it  was  extra  judicial  and  of  dangerous  example. 

It  is  an  observation  warranted  by  the  history  of  our 

criminal  law,  that  all  the  instances  by  which  innocent  men 

have  lost  their  lives,  have  arisen  fix>m  precedents  against 

guilty  'ment ;  but -laws  were  meant  to  protect  the  innocent, 

*  as  well  as  to  punish  the  guilty. 

The  following  observation,  by  Lord  Bacon,  suggests  the 
caution  with  which  men  should  give  their  assent  to  any 
proposition  founded  on  a  mere  similarity  of  circumstan- 
ces : — "  The  mind,"  he  observes,  *'  has  this  property,— 
that  it  readily  supposes  a  greater  order  and  conformity  in 
things  than  it  finds,  and  although  many  things  in  nature 
are  singular,  and  extremely  dissimilar,  *yet  the  mind  is  ,  *  4S 
still  imagining  parallel  correspondence  and  relations  be- 
twixt them  which  have  no  existence. 

<«  Nor  does  this  folly,"  he  adds,  ^  prevail  only  in  ab" 
stract  tenets,  but  abo  in  simply  notions."  {Jhfovum  or- 
ganum^  #•  2*  apkorim  45.) 

Every  one  may  prove  the  justice  of  these  remarks,  by  his 
reflections  on  what  he  sees  every  day  occurring  in  com- 
mon life. 

Weak  nien  are  always  the  first  to  assent  and  to  admit  o( 
loose  analogies,  imperfect  resemblances,  and  inferences 
without  proof, — whilst  men  of  stronger  minds,  and  more 

t  Qnmia  maU  exenipla,  ex  booii  inttiii  orta  aunt. 
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reflection,  look  OQt  for  distiiiclions ;  they  search  for 
criminations  in  subjects  nearly  similar,  and  are  slo 
yielding  tfaeir  assent  to  first  impressions.     Judgment 
sists  in  distinguishing  things  which  are  nearly  alike, 
out  exactly  being  so. 

In  the  general  prejudice,  which  at  present  prevail 
cfroamstantial  evidence,  the  mind,  I  am  afraid,  is  n 
disposed  to  look  out  for  analogies  and  resemblances, 
for  disc^mination. 

In  almost  every  triftl,  it  is  the  interest  vof  the  accus 
accuniulate  his  proofs,  idiilst  the  safety  of  the  prii 
consists  in  considering  these,  separate  and  apart : 
practice,  therefore,  has  a  tendency  rather  to  convict 
to  acquit. 
'49  *We  should  lament  to  advance  any  thing  that  i 

tend  to  weaken  the  facility  of  detecting  crimes  ;  bu 
facility  may  be  increased,  by  establishing  certain 
for  the  determination  of  proof. 

Without  presuming  to  state  a  body  of  general  rule 
may  be  allowed  to  show  where  some  obvious  prin 
have  been  vioteted.  All  instruction  proceeds  safe 
negatives  and  excluslves  to  what  is  positive  and  a£ 
tive.  And  it  was  this  principle  which  led  us  to  dw 
particularly  on  the  above  case.  We  conceive  one 
error  has  arisen  from  the  popular  saying,  that  circun 
ces  cannot  lie ;  from  the  idea  that  eircumstantial  evi< 
is  equivalent  to  direct  proof. 

And,  perhaps,  from  the  vanity  of  forming  resembh 
where,  (if  that  passion  in  the  judicial  charactef  is  ev 
lowable,)  the  vanity  should  rather  be  in  perceiving  di 
tio6s. 

Nothing  is  more  dangerous  in  the  mouth  of  a  judge, 
popular  brocards,  barren  generalities,  and  loose  uns< 
maxims,  which  carry  away  the  attention  of  the  jury 
the  intrinsic  evidence  of  the  case  itself,  and  prevei 
free  exercise  of  their  own  understandings.  It  is  not  i 
juryman  that  can  understand  a  general  theory,  but  c 
50  man  of  sense  can  compare  *what  he  hears  at  die  trial, 


similar  circumstances,  aB  falling  under  his  own  experience, 
and  so  es.timate  for  himself  the  credibility  of  the  evidence. 
I  deprecate  an  argumentative  judge,  reasoning  a  jury 
into  a  belief  of  guilt  or  laDocence,  rather  than  leaving 
them  to  judge  from  their  own  feelings ;  from  those  feelings 
which  God  and  nature  have  bestowed  on  them,  as  the  safe 
guard  of  innocence,  and  the  true  measure  of  human  con- 
duct. 

The  following  obsen'atioo,  in  the  charge  so  often  alluded 
to,  deserves  particular  remark : — "  It  is  not  within  the 
reach  and  compass  of  human  abilities  to  invent  a  train  of 
circumstances  which  shall  be  so  connected  together  as  to 
amount  to  a  proof,  without  aObrding  opportunities  of  con- 
tradicting a  great  part,  if  not  all,  of  these  circumstances." 

This  is  one  of  those  general  sayings  which,  coming  from 
high  authority,  is  allowed  to  pass  without  examinationj 
and,  from  being  often  repeated,  no  one  thinks  to  doubt  of 
its  truth.  No  other  remark,  however,  was  ever  more  re- 
futed by  experience.  If  the  observation  was  just,  we 
should  find  it  illustrated  by  practice ;  but  we  know  that 
there  are  in$nit(;ly  more  instances  of  mistaken  convictions 
00  circumstantial  evidence,  than  by  any  other  species  of 
proof  whatever.  *"  Reducing  general  words  to  particular 
tads,  clears  the  sophistry  of  thcm."t  We  accordingly 
refer  to  the  Appendix,  No.  1.  for  an  enumeration  of  vari- 
ous irregular  convictions  in  that  way,  both  in  Great 
Britain  and  in  different  countries  in  Europe. 

]  beg  here  to  dwell,  a  little  more  minutely,  on  the  hard- 
ship of  requiring  a  prisoner  to  controvert  a  train  of  cir- 
cumstantiat  evidence.  For,  how  can  a  prisoner,  altoge- 
ther innocent  of  the  cbai^e,  controvert  circumstances,  or 
an  account  of  events,  with  which  he  is  unacquainted.  A 
Rtaa,  charged  with  the  commission  of  a  crime,  at  a  period 
long  anterior  to  the  trial,  if  innocent,  and  at  a  distance 
from  the  place,  at  the  time  of  its  occurrence,  can  only  es- 
tablish h^  innocence  by  one  of  two  methods  :: — first, 

tRMSifa«C«B^tfH>vBirJ.I(fewlM.    RMiIUab,*QL 
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a  conlradictioa  in  the  circumstances  of  the  proof 

itself;  or,  secondly,  by  establishing  an  alibiy — that  is,  by 

^  showing  that  he  was  at  a  different  place  at  the  time.t     In. 

regard  to  the  first  tnode  of  refuting  the  charge :  if  he  is 

52  ignorant  of  the-^facts,  if  he  is  unaccustomed  to  the  nature 

of  legal  argument,  he  may  not  easily  confute  the  chain  of 
circumstances.  A  premeditated  story  is  always  so  made 
up  as  to  bear  the  appisarance  of  consistency*  Men  will 
believe  a  probable  falsehood  rather  than  a  singular  truth ; 
and,  in  regard  to  the  proof  of  an  alibi,  if  the  prisoner  does 
not  happen  to  recollect  the  day,  or  cannot  perhaps  recall 
to  mind  where  he  chanced  to  be  on  that  day,  he  is  left 
without  a  defence.  The  proof  of  a  negative  is  always 
difficult,  often  impossible. 

But  what  is  the  situation  of  a  person  charged  with  a 
capital  crime  ? — Suspicions  of  this  sort  generally  fall  up- 
on the  needy  and  unfortunate.  He  is  brought  from  a  jail, 
where  he  has  been  perhaps  long  confined,  distracted  and 
agitated  with  his  situation ;  he  has  none  to  assist  him  or 
suggest  to  him  what  course  to  pursue  ;  and  no'  counsel  is 
allowed  to  plead  for  him,  and  assert  bis  innocency  of  the 
fiftcts  charged.  A  long  train  of  circumstances  are  offered 
by  the  witnesses,  of  the  whole  of  which  he  is  ignorant,  and, 
therefore,  unprepared  to  ask  the  necessary  questions,  or 
to  point  out  to  the  jury  the  incongruity  of  the  story  ad- 
vanced : — his  very  attempt  to  do  so,  unsuccessfully,  (that 
is  to  say,  if  he  makes  observations  on  the  evidence,  which 

^5S  are  not  explanatory  *or  correct,)  will  be  held  an  argument 

of  his  guilt*  But  the  facts  have  been  sworn  to,  and  his 
personal  appearance  is  perhaps  against  him  ;  and  his  cha- 
racter,— it  may  be,  suffering  under  prejudice.  If  a  weak 
magistrate  happens  to  sit  on  the  bench,  (and  weak  men 
sometimes  find  theif  way  to  the  bench,  as  well  as  to  other 
places ;)  if  the  judge  is  infirm,  or  his  attention  exhausted 
by  the  fatigue  of  a  long  trial ;  and  if,  in  summing  up,  he 
loses  sight  of  the  chain  of  incidents,  assumes  a  fact  as  es- 

•  t  The  character  of  the  witnesses  is,  ^o  doubt,  alwajs  m  matter  of  the 
BhQst  importaBt  consideratioo . 
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tablisbed  before  it  is  so, — endeavours  to  prove  facts  by 
other  facts,  which  are  not  proved  themselves, — forgets  th« 
attention  which  is  due  to  the  character  of  the  witnesses, 
and  has. allowed  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution,  in  his 
opening  speech,  to  prejudice  and  inflame  the  minds  of  the 
jury!—. 

It  were  superfluous  to  ask  what  the  result  of  such  a  trial 
must  naturally  be  ?  We  hope,  and  believe,-  that  such  a 
concurrence  of  incidents,  hostile  to  justice,  is  very  uncom- 
mon. 

But  to  return  to  the  proposition  in  the  charge :  can  it 
ever  be  admitted  that  the  number  of  circumstances  alleged 
against  a  prisoner,  facilitates  their  refutation  ?  Surely  the 
difficulty  of  defence  is  increased  by  the  multiplicity  of 
proof  that  it  has  to  contend  with !  The  attention  is  dis- 
tracted ;  and  the  very  embarrassment  incident  to  the  oc' 
*casion,  is  alone  sufficient  to  bereave  any  common  man  of  ^1^4 

his  faculties* 

The  civil  law  has  foreseen  the  embarrassments,  which  a 
prisoner  must  always  be  under,  from  a  variety  of  witness- 
es being  produced  against  him ;  and  has,  therefore,  left  it 
to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  to  moderate  their  number* 
It  might  as  well  be  said,  that  a  prisoner  has  an  advantage 
in  the  multiplicity  of  witnesses  opposed  to  him,  because  if 
false  he  can  always  refute  some  of  them* 

But,  if  you  break  the  chain  of  circumstances,  it  will  be 
«aid,  in  one  link,  the  whole  structure  falls  to  the  ground* 
This  no  doubt,  ought  to  be  the  consequence.  But  is  the 
fact  so  ?  Does  experience  vrarrant  the  observation  ?  Are 
we  tx)  suppose  that  all  those  who  have  been  irregularly 
convicted,  made  no  defence,  and  broke  no  part  of  the 
chain  ?  They  must  naturally  have  offered  something  to  the 
consideration  of  the  jury.  Yet  still,  we  see,  that  the  ge- 
neral effect  of  the  whole^  the  multiplicity  of  the  circum- 
stances, pointing  against  the  prisoner,  has  been  thought 
sufficient  to  warrant  conviction* 

^.    It  bappepst  not  unfr?qvently,  that  a  prisoner  is  not  'nff 
prized  of  the  evidence  intended  to-be  produced  against 
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hitn.     If  the  case  is  altogether  false  on  the  part  of  tb«  pro** 
56  secution,  the  difficulty  *of  defence  is  increased.     For  a 

man  can  only  refute  a  false  story,  by  being  acquainted 
with  some  part  of  it.  The  true  case  must  always  be  op* 
posed  to  the  false  one.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  two  men  who 
were  tried  some  few  years  ago,  for  the  murder  of  Mr. 
Steele,  on  Hounslow  Heath,  a  long  detail  of  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  occasion,  was  given  in  evidence 
against  them.  But  if  they  were  not,  as  they  asserted,  prer 
sent  on  the  occasion,  and  knew  nothing  of  either  Mr.  Steele 
or  the  murder,  how  was  it  possible  for  them  to  refute  or 
disprove  the  circumstances  ? 

The  accusation  was  not  brought  until  some  years  after 
the  murder.  They  could  not  bring  to  recollection  where 
they  were  on  that  day,  and  so  failed  in  establishing  an  alibi, 

A  different  man  has  been  since  brought  to  trial  for  that 
very  murder.  It  is  true,  that  the  judges  did  not  allow  the 
evidence  to  be  entered  upon,  because  they  thought  that  it 
was  insufficient,  on  the  statement  of  the  counsel  in  his 
opening  speech. 

It  should  be  always  kept  in  mind,  that  circumstantial 
evidence  is  merely  supplemental ;  and  is  only  resorted  to 
jrom  the  want  of  original  and  direct  proof.  And  it  never 
can  be  said  that  what  is  secondary,  is  equal  to  that  which 
is  original, — the  thing  substituted  equal  to  that  which  it  is 
meant  to  supply. 
Sfi  ♦And  this  distinction  seems  fully  recognised  by  Lord 

Chief  Baron  Gilbert.  "  When  the  fact  itself  cannot  be 
proved,  that  which  comes  nearest  to  the  proof  of  the  fact, 
is  the  proof  of  the  circumstances  that  necessarily  and  usu- 
ally attend  such  (acts,  and  called  presumptions ;  and  not 
proof,  for  they  stand  instead  of  the  proofs  of  the  fact  till 
the  c6ntrary  be  proved.^'  (Gilbert's  Law  of  Evidence, 
vol.  1.  p.  142.)    ' 

A  regard  to  the  peace  and  good  order  of  society,  cer- 
tainly requires  that  crimes  shall  be  liable  to  be  proved  by 
circumsianfial  evidence.  But  a  regard  to  the  well  being 
v>f  society  likewise  demands,  that  the  mode  of  proof  shool<^ 


be  regulated  by  some  fixed  rule8«  If  the  nature  of  tke 
thing  admits  of  but  few  rules,  for  that  very  reason,  those 
few  should  be  the  more  distinctly  observed*  This  princi^ 
pie  is  excellently  illustrated  by  the  deep  Gravina,  who 
somewhere  observes,  (for  the  book  is  not  at  hand  for  re- 
ference,)  that  as  the  military  state  admits  of  bnt  few  laws, 
those  few  should  be  the  more  distinctly  observed,  as  they 
could  only  have  been  introduced  into  an  army  or  camp 
from  a  strong  sense  of  their  necessity* 

Legal  proceedings  would  be  vagtie  and  uncertain,  judg- 
es would  become  arbitrary,  and  innocence  would  be  expos* 
ed  to  the  resentment  of  *witnesses,  if  some  general  and  *  S7 

fixed  rules  were  npt  observed  for  the  discovery  of  truth. 

Of  these  the  following  are  perhaps  the  chief: — 

1st.— TAe  CLCtual  commission  of  the  crime  itself  {the  cor* 
pus  delicti)  shall  be  clearly  established* 

2ndi — Each  circumstance  shall  be  distinctly  proved* 

Srd. — The  cit'cumstance  relied  on,  shall  be  such  as  is  ne- 
cessarily  or  usually  incident  to  the  fact  charged* 

4/A. — When  the  number  of  circumstances  depend  on  the 
testimony  of  one  witness^  thai  numlfer  shall  not  increase  the 
strength  of  the  proof  For,  as  the  whole  depends  on  the 
veracity  of  the  witness,  when  that  fails  the  whole  fails. 

5  th* — Direct  evidence  shall  not  be  held  refuted  from  being 
apposed  to  circumstances  incongruous  zoith  that  evidence* 
Because  a  certain  degree  of  incongruity  is  incident  to  eve- 
ry mati's  conduct. 

%th.—The  judse  in  summing  ip,  shall  assume  no  fact  or 
circumstance  as  proved  ;  but  shall  state  the  whole  hypothetic 
cally  and  conditionally  ;  leaving  it  entirely  to  the  jury^  to 
determine  ho7o  far  the  case  is  made  out  to  their  satisfactioji. 

•Jill, — The  difficulty  of  proving  the  negative  shall  in  all 
cases  be  allowed  due  weight*  But  the  silence  of  the  prison- 
er as  to  facts,  which,  if  innocent,  he,  might  have  explained, 
shall  be  held  an  *  argument  against  him.     This,  of  course,  *  68 

proceeds  upon  thf*  supposition,  that  he  stood  fully  appriz* 
ed,  before  his  trial,  of  all  that  was  intended  to  be  produced* 

B/A«-*-7^Ae  counsel  for  the  prisoner  shall  be  allowed  to  ob^^ 
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juifftdy  to  the  production  of  any  evidence^  as  not  proper  to 
go  to  the  jurjf^  or  a$  not  being  of  legal  credence.  On  Cap- 
tain Donnellan's  trial,  the  counsel  do  not  appear  to  bave 
always  availed  themselves  of  this  privilege* 

The  liberty  of  objecting  to  any  piece  of  evidence, 
ought,  on  every  occasion,  to  be  strenuously  exerted ;  as 
supplying,  in  a  great  measure,  the  right  of  making  the  de-* 
fence. 

9th, — The  jury  ihall  be  asjiilty  convinced  of  the.  guilt  of 
the  prisoner^  from  the  combination  of  the  drctiMstanceSj  eu  tf 
direct  proof  had  been  brought. 

It  should  always  be  considered,  whether  the  connexion 
betwixt  the  circumstances  and  the  crime  is  necessary,  or 
only  casual  and  contingent ;  and  whether,  therefore,  the 
circumstances  necessarilyinvolve  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner, 
or  only  probabfy  so ;  whether  these  circumstances  might 
'  not  all  exist,  and  yet  the  accused  be  innocent. 

It  seems  desirable,  that  some  inchoate  act,  approaching 
59  to  the  crime,  should  beproved  *on  the  prisoner ;  and  that 

be  should  not  be  convicted  on  general  appearances,— such 
as  from  being  found  in  a  certain  situation*  The  improper 
convictions  seem  chiefly  to  have  been  owing  to  a  neglect 
of  this  rule.  Strong  appearances,  but  without  any  act 
proved  against  the  prisoner,  have  too  often  turned  out  un- 
founded. 

It  is  sometimes  said,  in  summing  up  by  the  judge,  that 
the  evidence  is  the  best  that  the  nature  of  the  case  can  be 
supposed  to  afford ;  but  this,  certainly,  is  no  reason  for  the 
jury  being  satisfied  with  it*  In  the  first  ))lace,  the  nature 
of  the  case  is  only  to  be  known  by  the  evidence.  The 
case  of  an  innocent  man  must  always  be  of  a  nature  to  af- 
ford very  little  evidence  ;  but  the  jury,  let  the  cade  be  what 
it  will,  must  be  distinctly  persuaded  of  the  guilt  of  the  pri* 
soner,  before  they  return  such  a  verdict.  Agreeably  to 
the  common  law,- where  the  facts  have  gone  regularly  be* 
fore  a  jury,  and  there  is  no  misdirection  firom  the  judge  in' 
•c^nming  up,  the  proof  13  complete.,  When  the  jury  is  sa- 
tjfied,  the  bw  is  ^tisfied.    No  principle  can  he  at  once 
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more  calculated  to  facilitate  the  detection  of  crimes,  to  en- 
sure the  safety  of  innocence,  and  to  maintain  the  general 
peace  of  society,  ^ 

lOth. — Where  the  body  of  the  act  is  distinctly  sworn  to,  a 
variation  tij  the  circumstances  does  not  ^destroy  the  proof. —  *  60 

'^  If  several  independent  witnesses,  of  fair  character,  should 
agree  in  all  the  parts  of  a  story,  (in  testifying,  for  instance, 
that  a  murder  or  a  robbery  was  committed  at  a  particular 
time,  in  a  particular  place,  and  by  a  certain  individual,) 
every  court  bf  justice  in  the  world  would  admit  the  fact^ 
notwithstanding  the  abstract  possibility  of  the  whole  being 
false.  Again,  if  several  honest  men  should  agree  in  say^ 
ing,  that  he  saw  the  King  of  France  beheaded,  though  they 
should  disagree  as  to  the  figure  of  the  guillotine,  or  the 
size  of  his  executioner,  as  to  the  king's  hands  being  bound 
or  loose,  as  to  his  being  composed  or  agitated  in  ascend* 
ing  the  scaffold,  yet  every  court  of  justice  in  the  world 
would  think,  that  such  difference,  respecting  the  circum- 
stances of  the  fact,  did  not  invalidate  the  evidence  respeet* 
ing  the  fact  itself* 

"  When  you  speak  of  the  whole  of  a  story,  you  cannot 
mean  every  particular  circumstance  connected  with  the 
history,  but  not  essential  to  it ;  you  must  mean  the  pith  and 
marrow  of  the  story ;  for  it  would  be  impossible  to  esta- 
blish the  truth  of  any  fact,  (of  Admirals  Byng  or  Keppel, 
for  example^  having  neglected  or  not  neglected  their  duty,) 
if  a  disagreement  in  the  evidence  of  witnesses,  in  minute 
points,  should  be  considered  *as  annihilating  the  weight  of  «  g| 

their  evidence  in  points  of  importance.  In  a  word,  the 
relation  of  a  fact  differs  essentially  from  the  demonstration 
of  a  theorem ;  if  one  step  is  left  out,  one  link  in  the  chain 
of  ideas  constituting  a  demonstration  is  omitted,  the  con- 
clusion will  be  destroyed ;  but  a  fact  may  be  established 
notwithstanding  a  disagreement  of  the  witnesses  in  certain 
trifling  particulars  of  their  evi^nce  respecting  it.^'t 


t  Apology  for  the  Bibte,  p.  2M. 

W«  afaftil  feaich  m  vbid,  our  State  Triab,  for  a  happier  iOiwIratioa  A 
the  pitt^lB,  thtt  Ibe  abofe^  torn  tlie  dis^nt  pea^  Dactar  WaMH. 
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The  following  rule  i$  the  converse  of  the  p^eced^ngone^ 

1  ]  i/^^ — Whtrt  tht  leading  fact  or  crime  is  only  io^  ht  col- 
Ucttdfrom  circwnslancesj  a  material  V€uiatian  in  these  will 
de/cot  the  effect  of  the  whole. 

For,  as  each  particular  is  to  bav^  an  effect  on  the  gene- 
ral conclusion,  a  variation  in  the  circumstances  maj  give 
a  different  colour  to  the  whole  transaction. 

A  systeip  of  propositions  is  only  true^  because  each  of 
the  propositions*  of  which  it  is  composed,  is  true* 
^6f  *12th.-^There  being  no  repugnance  in  tlu^fhatrkof  cir^ 

m 

cumsfancesj  is  a  proof  that  a  thing  may  be ;  not  that  it  is: 
though  there  being  a  repugnance,  is  a  proof  that  it  catmot  be» 
Whatever  does  not  involve  a  contradiction,  is  possible  f 
whatever  involves  one,  is  impossible. 

13th. — The  absence  of  the  proofs  naturally  to  be  expected^ 
is  a  strong  argument  against  the  existence  of  any  fact  al* 
leged.  This  applies  particularly  to  cases  where  violence 
is  charged. 

^'  It  is  an  undoubted  truth,^^  ^Lord  Mansfield  observed 
in  the  Douglas  cause,)  ^'  that  judges,  in  foraging  their  opi- 
nion of  events,  and  in  deciding  upon  the  truth  or  falsehood 
of  controverted  facts,  must  be  guided  by  the  rules,  of  pro* 
bability;  and,  as  mathematical  or  absolute  certainty,  is 
seldom  to  be  attained  in  human  affairs,  reason  and  public 
utility  require,  that  judges,  and  all  mankind,  in  forming 
their  opinion  of  the  truth  of  facts,  should  be  regulated  by 
the  superior  number  of  the  probabilities  on  the  one  side  or 
the  other,  whether  the  amount  of  these  probabilities  be 
expressed  in  words  and  arguments,  or  by  figures  and  num- 
bers." 

Applied  to  the  affairs  of  civil  life  in  reference  to  which 
the  observation  was  made,  the  proposition  is  excellent;  but 
the  rule  does  not  hold  in  criminal  cases.  The  Impression 
*  63  on  the  mind  *of  the  jury,  in  a  criminal  case,  must  be^  not 

that  the  prisoner  is  probably  guilty,  but  that  he  really  and 
absolutely  is  so ; — where  they  doubt,  they  are  to  acquit. 

t^Ufteraiy  uen,^  it  bas  been  obseired,  '^haTe  omlDed  fl^peaNi^over 
kwjrwtf  wImmw  they  amme  ^leir  iproieMMw**' 
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It  is  often  said,  in  respect  to  evidence  of  this  ^ort,  if  yodf 
break  the  chain  of  circumstances,  the  whole  falls  to  th6 
ground.  It  is  material^  always,  to  be  apprised  of  the 
meaning  of  terms,  before  we  argue  as  to  their  effect* 
What  is  the  import  of  the  term  ?  In  what  does  this  inter- 
ruption  consist?  The  DouglaJs  cause  turned  entirely  oxi 
circumstantial  evidence ;  yet  nefther  the  speeches  of  th^ 
judges,  nor  the  singularly. acute  letters  of  Mr.  Stewart,  on 
the  subject  of  the  trial,  afford  any  solution  of  the  term* 
The  chain  appears,  on  both  sides  of  the  question,  repeat* 
edly  broken,  and  as  often  renewed :  the  want  of  the  fact  ii 
supplied  by  argument,  and  the  argument  invalidated  by 
the  want  of  the  fact,  in  endless  pix>lixity. 

We  hazard  an  explanation  of  it  with  great  diffidence  :— * 
the  chain  of  circumstances  is  broke,  whenever  there  \$ 
such  a  defect  in  the  thread  of  the  narrative  as  cannot  be 
accounted  for }  or,  such  a  contradiction  in  the  statement^ 
as  is  irreconcileable  with  probability. 

We  will  not  add  to  the  number  of  the  above  rules,  lest 
we  might  appear  to  aim  at  forming  a  ^technical  system  for  ^  64 

the  belief  or  disbelief  of  facts,  independent  of  the  free  ex* 
etcise  of  the  understanding  over  the  circumstances  of  thd 
case* 

We  must  never  bind  ourselves  down  to  believe  or  dis- 
believe,  on  genenftl  grounds^  abstracted  from  the  condition 
of  times,  persons,  motives,  and  all  the  VBriety  of  relations  * 
of  which  the  particular  case  happens  to  consist.  Irregu- 
lar, capricious,  and  shifting  as  man  is,  in  all  his  actions^ 
we  can  never  establish  absoltite  grounds  fo^  judging  of 
these* 

■ 

Qttte  arguaenta  ad  qoem  modniB  ^ba&die  cuiqiie  rn  ioflkaairt,  udloi 
certo  modo  satis  defioiri  potest^ 

Ex  senteatia  aiiimi  tui  1e  sestimaie  6poTtet,  qind  avt  tiedas,  ait 
prohatum  tibi  otniaris,  (fti  Ubi  fit.  tit  it  0,  3;) 
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CASE  I. 

John  Jemnnge^  who  was  executed  at  Hull,  fof  a  Highway 

Robbery^  i^  the  Year  1 742. 

A  GEVTLXMAN)  travelling  to  Hull,  was  stopped  late  in 
the  eveniog,  about  seven  miles  short  of  it,  by  a  single 
highwayman,  with  a  mask  on,  who  robbed  him  of  a  purse 
containing  twenty  guineas.  The  highwayman  rode  off  a 
different  road,  fiill  speed,  and  the  gentleman  pursued  his 
journey.  It,  however,  growing  late,  and  he  being  already 
much  affrighted  and  agitated  at  what  had  passed,  he  rode 
pnly  two  miles  farther,  and  stopped  at  the  Bell  Inn,  kept  by 
Mr.  James  Brunell.  He  went  into  the  kitchen  to  give  di» 
reetions  for  his  supper,  where  he  related,  to  several  per- 
sons present,  his  having  been  robbed  \  to  which  he  added 
this  peculiar  circuntstance,  that  when  he  travelled  he  al- 
ways gave  his  gold  a  particular  mark ;  that  every  guinea 
in  the  purse  he  was  robbed  of,  was  so  particularly  ^marked 
and  that,  most  probably,  the  robber,  by  that  means,  would 
be  detected.  Supper  being  ready,  he  retired.  He  had  not 
long  finished  his  supper,  before  Mr.  Brunell  came  into  the 
parlour.  After  the  usual  inquiries  of  landlords,  of  hoping 
the  supper  and  eveiy  thing  was  to  his  liking,  &c.  &c. 
^^  Sir,''  says  he,  ^^  I  understand  that  you  have  been  robbed, 
not  far  from  hence,  this  evening." — "  I  have,  Sir.''  "  And 
that  your  money  was  all  marked  ?" — "  It  was." — "  A  cir- 
cumstance has  arisen  which  leads  me  to  think  that  I  can 
point  out  the  robber." — ^'^  Indeed !"—"  Pray,  sir,  what 
time  in  the  evening  was  it  ?" — ^^  It  was  just  setting  in  to 
be  dark."-^^^  The  time  confirms  my  suspicions !"    Ur^ 
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Brunell  then  informed  the'  gentleman  that  he  had  a  waiter^ 
one  John  Jennings,  who  had,  of  late,  been  so  ^ery  full  of 
money,  at  times,  and  so  very  extravagant,  that  he  had 
had  many  words  with  him  about  it,  and  had  determined  to 
part  with  him  on  account  of  his  conduct  being  so  very  sus- 
picious I  that,  long  before  dark,  that  day,  he  had  sent  him 
put  to  change  a  guinea  for  him,  and  that  he  had  only  come 
.  back  since  he  (the  gentleman)  was  in  the  house,  saying, 
he  could  not  get  change ;  and  that  Jennings  ^eing  in  li- 
quor, he  had  sent  him  to  bed,  resolving  to  discharge  him 
fil  in  the  morning.     That,  at  the  ^time  he  returned  him  Uie 

guinea,  he  (Mr.  Brunell)  did  not  think  it  was  the  same 
which  he  had  given  him  to  get  silver  for,  having  perceived 
.  a  mark  upon  this,  which  he  was  very  clear  was  not  upon 
the  other  \  but  that,  nevertheless,  he  should  have  thought 
no  more  of  the  matter,  as  Jennings  had  so  frequently  gold 
of  his  own  in  biis  pocket,  had  he  not  afterwards  heard,  (for 
he  was  not  present  when  the  gentleman  was  in  his  khchen 
relating  it,)  the  particulars  of  the  robbery,  and  that  the 
guineas,  which  the  highwayman  had  taken,  were  all  mark- 
ed ;  that,  however,  a  few  minutes  previously  to  bb  having 
lieard  this,  h^  had  unluckily  paid  away  the  guinea  which 
Jennings  returned  him,  to  a  man  who  lived  some  distance 
off,  and  was  gone  ;  but  the  circumstailte  of  it  struck  him 
so  very  strongly,  that  he  could  not,  as  an  honest  man,  r^« 
frain  from  giving  this  information. 

Mr.  Brunell  was  thanked  for  his  attention  and  pubUc 
spirit.  There  was  the  strongest  room  for  suspecting  oif 
Jennings ;  and  if,  on  searching  him,  any  of  the  marked 
guineas  should  be  found,  as  the  gentleman  could  swear'to 
them,  tl)ere  would  thien  remain  no  doubt.  It  was  nbw 
agreed  to  go  softly  up  to  his  room :  Jennin^  was  fast 
asleep  ;  His  pockets' were  searched,  and  from  one  of  tb^m 
was  drawn  forth  a  purse,  containing  ^exactly  nineteen 
guineas.  Suspicion  pow  became  demonstration,  for  the 
genileman' declared  them  to  be  identically  those  which  he 
had  been  robbed  of!  Assistance  was  called,  Jennings  was 
'awaked^  dragged  out  of  bed,  and  charged  with  the  robbe- 
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ry»  He  denied  it  firmly^  but  circumstances  were  tO0  strong 
to  gain  him  belief.  He  was  secured  that  night,  and  the 
next  day  carried  before  a  neighbouring  justice  of  the 
peace.  The  gentleman  and  Mr.  Brnnell  deposed  the  facts 
on  oath ;  and  Jennings  having  no  proofs,  nothing  but  mere 
assertions  of  innocence  to  oppose  them,  which  could  not 
be  credited,  he  was  committed  to  take  his  trial  at  the  next 
assizes. 

So  strong  wese  the  circumstances  known  to  be  against 
Um,  that  several  of  his  friends  advised  him  tp  plead  guilty 
OQ  his  trial,  and  to  throw  himself  oh  the  mercy  of  the 
court.  This  advice  he  rejected,  and,  when  arraigned, 
pleaded  not  guilty.  The  prosecutor  ^wore  to  the  being 
robbed ;  but  that,  it  being  nearly  dark,  the  highwayman  in 
a  mask,  and  himself  greatly  terrified,  he  could  not  swear 
to  the  prisoner's  person,  though  he  thought  him  of  much 
the  «ame  stature  as  the  man  who  robbed  him.  To  ihe 
puvse  and  guineas,  which  were  produced  in. court,  b^ 
swore, — as  to  the  pnrse^.positively, — and  as  to  the  marked 
guineas,  to  the  best  of  his  belief,  and  that  they  were  found 
in  the  prisoner's  pocket. 

*The .  prisoner's  master,  Mr.  Brunell,  deposed  to  the  *6^ 

fact,  as  to  the  sending  of  the  prisoner  to  change  a  guinea, 
and  of  his  having  brought  him  back  a  marked  one,  in  the 
TOom  of  the  one  be  gave  him  unmarked.  He  also  gave 
evidence  as  to  the  finding  of  the.  purse,  and  (he  nineteen 
marked  guineas,  in  the  prisoner's  pocket.  And,  .what  con- 
summated the  proof,'  the  man  to  whom  Mr.  Brunell  paid 
the  guinea,  produced  the  same,  and  gave  testimony  to  the 
having  taken  it,  that  night,  in  payment,  of  the  prisoner's 
s^a^r.  Mr..  Brunell  gave  evidence  of  his  having  receiv- 
ed of'  tha  ppjaoner  that  guinea,  which  he  afterwards  paid 
to  this  la$t  witness.  And  the  prosecutor  comparing  it  with 
the  other  nineteen,  found  in  the  pocket,  of  the  prisoner, 
swore  to  its  being,  to  the  best  of  his  belief,  one  of  the 
twenty  guineas  of  which  he  was  rqbbed  by  the  highwayman. 

The  ju(tge,  on  summing  up  the  evidence,  remarked  to 
the  jury,  on  all  the  concurring  circumstances  against  the 
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prisonef ;  and  the  jury,  on  thte  strong  circumstantial  evi- 
dence, widiout  going  out  of  conrt^  brought  in  the  prisoner 
guilty.  • 

Jennings  was  executed,  some  little  time  after,  at  Hull, 
repeatedly  declaring  his  innocence  to  the  very  nKMaent  he 
was  turned  off. 

Within  a  twelvemonth  after,  lo!  Brunell,  ^Jemiii^s'g 
master,  was  himself  taken  up  for  a  robbery  done  on  a  guest 
in  his  own  house ;  and,  the  fact  being  proved  on  his  trial, 
he  was  convicted,  and-  ordered  for  execution.  The  ap^ 
proach  of  death  brought  on  repentance,  and  repentance 
confession.  Brunell  not  only  acknowledged  the  commit- 
ting of  many  highway  robberies,  for  some  years  past,  but 
the  very  one  for  which  poor  Jennings  suffered ! 

Hie  account  he  gave  was,  that  he  arrived  at  home,  by 
a  nearer  way  and  swifter  riding,  some  time  before  the  gen** 
tlemah  got  in  who  had  been  robbed.     Thai  he  found  a 
man  at  home  waiting,  to  whom  he  owed  a  little  bill ,  and 
Aat,  not  having  quite  enough  loose  money  in  his  pocketi* 
he  took  out  of  the  purse  one  guinea,  from  the  twenty  he 
had  just  got  possession  of,  to  make  up  the  sum  ;  which  be 
paid,  and  the  man  went  his  way.    I^sently  came  In  the 
robbed  gentleman,  who,  whilst  Brunell  was  gone  into  the 
stables,  and  not  knowing  of  hia  arrival,  told  his  tale,  as 
before  related,  in  the  kitchen.      The  gentlenkui    had 
scarcely  left  the  kitchen,  before  Brunei}  entered  it ;  and 
beiAg  there  informed,  amongst  other  circumstances,  of  the 
marked  guineas,  ha  was  thunderstruck !  Having  paid  one 
of  them  away,  and  not  daring  to  apply  for  it  again,  as  the 
afl&ir  of  the  robbery  and  maiiEed  ^guineas  would  soon  be« 
come  publicly  known,-^etection,  disgrace,  and  ruin;  ap* 
peered  inevitable.    Turning  in  His  mind  every  way  lo  ts^ 
cape,  the  thought  of 'accusing  and  sacrificing  poor  JfiTh 
nings  at  last  struck  him.    The  rest  the  reader  knows^ 
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CASE  IL 
Girl  at  Liege* 

In  the  year  1 764,  a  citizen  of  Liege  was  found  dead  in 
his  chamber,  shot  in  the  head*  Close  to  him  lay  a  dis-^ 
charged  pistol,  with  which  he  had  apparently  been  his  own 
exeoutioner.  Firearms  are  the  chief  manufacture  of  that 
city ;  and  s«  common  is  the  use  of  pistols  at  that  place, 
that  every  peasant,  who  brings  his  goods  to  the  markets 
there,  is  seen  armed  with  them :  so  that  the  circumstance 
of  the  pistol  did  not,  at  first,  meet  with  sO  much  attention 
as  it  might  have  done  in  places  where  those  weapons  are 
not  in  such  common  use.  But,  upon  the  researches  of  the 
proper  oScer  of  that  city,  whose  duty,  like  that  of  our 
coroner,  it  is  to  inquire  into  all  *the  circumstances  of  acci-  «  73 

dental  deaths,  it  appeared,  that  the  ball,  which  was  found 
lodged  in  the  head  of  Che  deceased,  could  never,  from  ita 
size,  have  been  fired  out  of  the  pistol  which  lay  by  him ; 
thus  it  was  clear  that  he  had  been  murdered ;  nor  were 
they  long  iA  deciding  who  was  the  murderer !  A  girl,  of 
about  sixteen,  the  niece  of  the  deceased,  had  been  brought 
up  by  him,  and  he  had  been  always  supposed  to  have  in* 
tended  to  leave  her  his  effects,  which  were  something  con- 
l^iderable ;  but  the  girl  had  then  lately  listeqed  to  the  ad- 
dresses of  a  young  man  whom  the  uncle  did  not  approve 
of,  and  he  had,  upon  that  occasion,  several  times  threat- 
ened to  alter  his  wHI,  and  leave  his  fortune  to  some  other 
of.  his  relations*  Upon  these,  and  some  other  concurrent 
circumstances,  such  as  having  been  heard  to  wish  her  un- 
cU^»  death,  &c.  the  girl  was  committed  to  prison. 

The  torturing  a  supposed  criminal,  in  order  to  force 
confession,  is  certainly  the  most  cruel  and  absurd  idea  that 
ever  entered  into  the  head  of  a  legislator  I  This  being  ol^ 
served  by  the  writer  of  this  narrative,  who  was  then  at 
Liege,  to  a  magistrate  of  that  place,  on  this  very  occasion, 
Jhis  defence  was, — ^*^  We  never  condemn  to  the  torture  but 
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upon  circttinstaiices  on  which  you  in  England  wotild  con* 
73  viot ;  so  that  ihe  ianocent'  *has  reattj  a  belter  chance  t* 

escape  here  than  wkh  you.^'  But,  until  it  is  proved  that 
pain  has  a  greater  tendency  to  make  a  person  speak  truth 
than  falsehood,  this  reasoning  seems  to  have  little  weight. 

This  unhappy  gtri  was,  therefore,  horridly  and  repeat- 
edly tcMtured';  but  still  persevering*  in  asserting  her  inno- 
cence, she  at  last  escaped- with  life ; — ^if  it  could  be  called 
en  escape,  when  it  was  supposed  she  would  never  again 
enjoy  health  ot  limbs,  from^  the  effects  of  the  torture. 

The  ^writer  has  since  ieai^ned,  that,  some  years  after* 
wards,  her  innocence  became  mairifest,  by  the  confession  of 
the  real  assassins,  who,  being  sentenced  to  the  wheel  for 
other  crimes,  cotrfessed  themselves  the  au&ors  of  this  of 
which  the  girl  had  beea  suspected ;  and  that,  several  pis- 
tols having  been  discharged  at  the  deceased,  they  had,  in- 
tending that  it  should  appear  a  suicide,  laid  a  pistol  near 
him,  without  adverting  that  it  was  not  the  same  by  which 
he  fell.'  •  '     ■       ~.  •        '    .   . 
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*H  *CASE  III.    . 

Thomas  Harris^  who  woe  executed  at  Y-ork^for  the  Murder 
of  James  Gr^ay^  it  the  Year  1642. 

Thomas  Harris  kept  the  Rising  Sunv  a  public  house, 
about  eighteeh  miles  from  Yoi^,  on  the  road  to  Newcastle* 
Harris  had  a  man  and  maid  servant  i  the  man,  whose  n^me 
was  Morgan,  he  kept  in  the  threefold  capacity  of  waiter, 
hostler,  and  gardener.  James  Qray,  a  blacksmith,  travel* 
ling  on  foot  to  Edinburgh^  stopped  at  Harrises,  supped,  and 
lay  thereat  Early  in  the  inorhing,  Morgan  went  secretly  to 
a  neighlx>uring  magistrate,  and  gave  information  that'his 
master,  Harris,  had  just  ihtn  murdbred  the  traveller,  James 
Gray,  in  his  bed.  A  warrant  was  issued^  and  Harris  was 
afiprehended.    Harris  positively  denied  the  charge,  and 


IHorj^ad  M  positively  affirmed  it ;  cbposing,  tliat  be  aaik 

Harris^  -on  tlie  straager^s  bed,  straagling  hiio,  but  that  h^ 

q^pie  tpo  lale  to  saTe  him ;  and  that  Harris's  plea  was,  the 

4poeased  was  Id  a  fit,  and  he  was  only  assisting  him.   Mor* 

gan  /urther  deposed,  that  he  iostantly  retired,  and  made  al . 

feint  as  if  going  down  stairs,  but  creeping  up  very  softly  to 

an  adjoining  room,  he  there,  through  a  *key-hole,  saw  hia  '^  "t^ 

master  rifling  the  breeches  of  the  deceased. 

Harris  peremptorily  denied  every  part  of  this  story 
from  the  beginning  to  the  end ;  and  the  body  having,  by 
order  o^the  magistrate,  been  inspected,  and  no  mark  of 
violence  appearing  thereon,  Harris  was  nearly  .on  the 
point  of  being  discharged,  when  the  maid  servant  desired 
also  to  be  sworn.  She  deposed,  that  almost  directly  aftejf 
her  master  came  down  in  the  morning,  as  she  must  con* 
ceive,  from  the  traveller's  room,  she  saw  him  go  into  the 
garden,  (being,  unknown  to  her  master,  in  a  back  wash- 
house  which  overlooked  it,)  saw  him  take  some  gold  out  o^ 
his  pocket,  ;wrap  it  up  in  something,  and  bury  it  at  the  fool 
of  a  tree,  in  a  private  corner  of  the  place. 

Harris  turned  pale  at  the  information !  He  ivould  givi^ 

*  no  direct  answer  as  to  the  circumstance  of  the  mioney !  A 
constable  was  despatched  with  the  girl,  and  the  cash,  to 
ihe  amount  of  upwards  of  thirty  pounds,  was  found !  Thei 
accused  acknowledged  the  hiding  of  that  money,  but  he 
acknowledged-  it  with  so  many  hesitations,  and  answered 
every. question  with  such  an  unwillingness,  such  an  appa- 
rent  unopenneas,  that  all  doubts  of  his  guilt  were  now 
done  away,  and  the  magistrate  committed  him  for  trial. 

^Harris  was  brought  to  the  bar,  at  York  summer  assi*  *  7& 

2es,  which  happened  about  a  week  after  his  commitment, 

•  in  1642«  Morgan  deposed  the  same  as  when  before  the 
justice.  The  maid  servant  and  the  constable  deposed  to 
the  circimistanee  of  the  money ;  the  first,  as  to  the  (Mrison- 

er's  hiding,  and  both  as  to  the  finding  of  iL    And  the  ma^  .. 

gistrate  gave  testimony  to  the  confusion  and  hesitation  of 
Harris  on  the  discovery  of^  and  being  questioned  abou^ 
Qie  hiding  of  the  money. 
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Harris,  oii  his  defeiMic,  endeavoured  to  invalidate  the 
charge,  by  assertions,  that  the  whole  of  Morgan's  evidence 
was  false ;  diat  the  money  which  he  buried  was  his  own 
property,  honestly  come  by,  and  buried  there  for  his  bet- 
ter security ;  and  that  his  behaviour  before  the  magistrate, 
on  this  particular,  arose  from  the  shame  of  acknowledging 
his  natural  covetousness, — not  from  any  consciousness  of 
guilt.  The  judge  then  summed  up  tfie  evidence,  remark- 
ing strongly  on  the  cireumstanee  of  the  hiding  of  the  money, 
and  the  weakness  of  the  prisoner's  reasons  for  his  so 
hiding  of  It ;  add  the  jury,  just  consulting  together  for  im 
minuieSf  brought  in  their  verdict — guilty* 

Harris  was  executed  pursuai^  to  his  sentence,  persever- 
ing in  his  declarations  of  innocence,  but  desiring  all  per- 
sons to  guard  against  the  effects  of  an  avaricious  disposi- 
77  tion !  for  it  was  that  sordidncss  *of  temper  which  had  led 

him,  he  said,  into  general  distrustfulness,  and  that  into  the 
expedient  of  hiding  his  money ;  which  circumitanee  had 
atone  furnished  the  means  to  his  enemies,  (for  what  reason 
they  were  so,  he  said,  he  knew  not,  but  whom  he  forgave,) 
for  bringing  him  to  an  ignominious  death* 

The  truth  of  the  fact  at  last  came  out :  Harris  was  in- 
deed entirely  innocent ! 

Morgan  and  the  maid  were  not  only  fellow  servants  but 
sweethearts*     Harris's  suspecting  covetous  temper  was 
*'"  Well  known  to  both,  and  the  girl  once,  by  accident,  per- 

. '^  ceiving  her  master  burying  something,  discovered  the  cir- 
tumstance  to  Morgan ;  he,  acting  as  gardener,  took  an  op- 
portunity, when  at  woi^  ta  dig  for  it ;  it  proved  to  be  five 
guineas  ;  he  left  it,  and  informed  the  girl  of  it.  They  set- 
^ed  it,  not  to  touch  the  money,  but  to  keep  watching  tbeir 
master,  as  they  had  no  doubt  but  he  would  add  to  it ;  and, 
when  it  arose  to  a  good  som,  they  agreed  to  plunder  the 
hiding  pl^ce  together,  marry,  and,  with  the  spoil,  set  up 
in  some  way  of  business*  As  they  imagined,  so  it  hap- 
pened ;  they  got  several  occasions  to  see  the  stock  in- 
creasing, but  (equally  covetous  with  their  master,)  die 
golden  harvest  was  not  yet  ripe ! 
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Ooe  day,  ia  a  quari;el,  Harris  strikes  his  nan  ^Morgan 
several  times.  Morgan  determines  on  revftnge :  at  this 
fatd  period  arrives  James  Gray.  Morgan  finds  him,  the 
iiext  morning,  dead  in  his  bed.  The  diabolical  thought 
strikes  Mor|;an,  of  first  charging  Harris  with  the  murther- 
ing  and  robbing  of  Gray,  and  then  of  plundering  his  mas- 
ter's hiding  place,  whilst  he  (the  master)  shaU)>e  inprisoi|» 
Morgan  cpmmunicates  this  intention  to  the  maid :  she  ap* 
proves  of  it ;  th^y  consult  and  fix  on  the  plan,  and  Morgan 
gives  the  inforipation  to  the  magistrate  as  before  related. 
The  girl,  unexpectedly,  finds  the  accusation  not  sufficient* 
ly  supported,  and  fears  that  her  sweetheart,  of  whom  she  is 
fond,  will  be  punished  for  perjury,  if  her  master  is  releas* 
ed ;  who  indeed,  unfortunately,  had  just  hinted  as  much 
before  the  justice.  The  expedient,  in  a  moment,  strikes 
her  to  sacrifice  the  hiddon  money,  and  with  it  her  master, 
to  the  safety  of  her  ^paramour ;  and  the  idea,  as  tha 
reader  already  kno\¥S,  fatally  succeeds !  • 

The  whole  of  thi&s^ppendous  piece  of  wickedness  came 
to  light  in  the  beginning  qf  the  year  1643,  on  a  quarrel  be- 
tween  Morgan  and  the  girl ;  who,  after  the  death  of  Harris, 
had  lived  together  as  man  and  wife. 

They  were  taken  up  in  consequence,  and  committed  to 
prison,  but  escaped  the  public  ^puni^hment  due  to  their  *79 

crime,  by  both  of  them  dying  of  a  jail  disease^ 

Harris's  innocence  became  afterwards  further  illustra- 
ted,  by  its  being  found  out  that  James  Gray,  the  supposed 
murthered  person,  had  had  two  attacks  of  an  apople^, 
some  months  previous  to.his  death,  and  that  he  was  never 
master  of  five  pounds  at  one  time  in  his  life»  . 


CASE  IV. 


Jamei  Cnm^  altar  Thomas  Qtddely^  who  was.  extemt^d  at 
York^for  a  Burglary^  tntte  Fear  1727. 

►  .  i 

Thomas  Geddely  lived,  as  a  waiter,  with  Mrs*  Hannah 
Williams,  who  kept  a  public  house  at  Ywk.    It  being  a 
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therein,  she  was  deemed  in  wealthy  circ«n,sCanc«.    One 

canX  !l!,  ^"'  ^**'*  *  ?«««••«««  subsistence,  in 

Crow   .ml  tKo.  r  ■     "'  ***  •"»  "«"«  *as  James 

«es  of  rSi  ;2''Lr^'!'"f  ^^'-^heconsequen. 
iiaj.  When  he  t^^aTrtllat^^  ''^  ^^  ^''- 

(Thomas  Geddelv,)  and  char,r«^  i.^      •  /  .  ^  *"'  "^°"'' 
?eManding«titi;?nlbSer  "  "''  ''^  "°'^''''^"»- 

B«f X  tSat-l^f^^^^^^^^^  P-e, 

not  Thomas  Gcddely   iat  ^  t  '°'^'  "^^  ^*  '^a« 

lie  never  was  at  York  brfo-  ,  ^T  ?•  '""''  P^"^""'  ^« 
Crow.     Not.  howler   «V?:     '^  '^'*  ^"  ""»«  ^  •^a"^ 

wgue,  and  Mrs.  WUh^TL^  \^  "^^^^  *»d  Petty 
to  his  pe„oo,  he  wl  rmS^^,^*''--^^^^^^^  PositivelJ 
at  the  next  assizes.  ^°*  ^^''«'  ^o""  «rial 


liams,  and  some  othe«  sLI^'  u  ?'''  **"'  *'"•  ^il- 
Thomas  Geddei;*^ , ^ed  S'tlt'""  ^  '■^*"^'^«» 
bed,  and  who  went  off  immedSv  on  .1  "^'  '"^^  "^^^ 
the  «>bbe,7,  and  a  servant  rirSn     the  commitment  of 

that^  very  moving,  in  th^  ^'^^^C'th  "  ^'*  "'^ '''"^ 
broke  open,  with  a  twicer  inT  l     I       *""  wmtoire  was 
"g  unable  to  pi^ve  an  a  "bf  ^    "'^  ^'^  ^^^  P"*oner  1^ 
-bbeiy.    HeLsoratr«t„"^*>-;^««%ofth. 
kis  latest  b«ath,  .hat  he  wi  nof??^'      '  ^''"''^'  »*> 
^t  his  name  was  W  Crow  "^  ^^'y'  «n* 
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And  so  it  proved^  For^  some  time  aftery  the  true  Tko* 
Bias  Geddely,  who,  on  robbing  his  mistress,  had  4ed  from 
York  to  Iroland,  was  taken  up  in  Dublin  for  a  crime  of 
the  same  stamp,  and  there  condemned  and  executed. 
Between  his  'c<mliriction  and  execotioD,  and  again  at  the 
fatal  tree,  he  confessed  himself  to  be  the  very  TThomai^ 
Geddely  who  had  committed  the  robbery -at  York,  for 
which  th«  unfortunate  James  <?row  had  been  executed. 

We  must  add,  that  a  gentleman,  an  inhabitant  of  Yoi'k, 
happening  to  be  in  DiAlin  at  the  tilne  of  Geddely^s  trial 
and  execution,  and  who  knew  him  when  he  Kred-with  Mrs. 
Williams,  ^declared  that  the  resemblance  between  the  two  *  82 

men  was  so  exceedingly  great,  that  it  was  next  to  impos* 
sible  for  the  nicest  eye  to  have  distinguished  their  persons 
asunder. 


CASE  V. 

John  Milesj  who  was  executed  at  Eketefj  for  the  Murder  of 

William  Ridley* 

WiIliam  Ridley  keptlhe  Red  Cow,  a  public  house  at 
Exeter.  John  Miles  was  an  old  acquaintance  of  Ridle^^^s, 
hut  They  had  not  seen  each  other  for  some  time,  (Miles 
living  some  distance  off,)  when  they  met  one  morning,  as 
the  latter  was  going  a  little  way  to  receive  some  money. 
They  adjourned  to  the  next  public  house,  and,  after  drink- 
ing together,  Ridley  told  Miles  that  he  must  go  about  the 
business  which  brought  him  from  home,  which  was  to  re- 
ceive a  sum  of  money,  but  made  him  promise  to  wait  for 
his  coming  back.  Ridley  returned,  and  they  drank  toge- 
ther again.  Ridley  now  insisted  u))on  Miles's  accompany- 
ing him  hom^  to  dinner. — *They  dined,  they  drank,  they  •  35 
shook  hands,  repeated  old  stories,  drank  and  shook  hands 
again  and  again,  as  old  acquaintances  in  the  lower  class, 
after  long  absences,  usually  do;  in  fine,  they  both  got,  at 
fast,  pretty  much  in  liquor. 
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were  alleged  in  proof  of  his  guilt.  Ridley's  house  was 
declared  to  be  haunted !  frequent  knockings  were  heard 
in  the  dead  of  the  night ;  two  of  the  lodgers  avowed  they 
had  seen  the  ghost !  And  to  crown  the  whole,  an  old  man, 
another  lodger,  positively  ^affirmed,  that  once,  at  rnkt-  *  ^^ 

night,  his  curtains  flew  open,  the  ghost  of  Ridley  appear- 
ed all  bloody !  and,  with  a  piteous  look  and  hollow  voices 
declared  he  had  been  murdered,  and  that  Miles  was  the 
murderer. 

Under  these  prepossessions  amongst  the  weak  and  su- 
perstitious, [and  a  general  prejudice  even  in  the  stronger 
minds,  was  John  Miles  brought  to  trial  for  the  wilfiil  mur- 
der of  William  Ridley;  Circumstances  upon  circumstanees 
were  deposed  against  him  ;  and  as  it  appeared,  that  Miles 
was  with  Ridley  the  whole  day,  both  before  and  after  his 
receiving  the  money,  and  that  they  spent  the  afternoon  and 
evening  together  alone,  the  jury,  who  were  neighbours  of 
Ridley,  found  Miles  guilty,  notwithstanding  bis  protesta* 
tions,  on  his  defence,  of  innocence ;  and  he  was  shortly 
after  executed  at  Elxeter. 

It  happened,  that,  some  time  after,  Mrs.  Ridley  left  the 
Red  Cow  to  keep  another  alehouse,  and  the  person  who 
succeeded  her,  making  several  repairs  in  and  about  the 
house,  in  emptying  the  necessary,  which  was  at  the  end  of 
a  long  dark  passage,  the  body  of  William  Ridley  was  dis* 
covered.  In  his  pockets  were  found  twenty  guineas,  from 
whence  it  was  evident  he  had  not  been  murdered,  as  the 
robbing  of  him  was  the  sole  circumstance  that  could  be 
and  was  ascribed  *to  Miles  for  murdering  of  Ridley.  The  *  gfi 

truth  of  Miies's  assertions  and  defence,  now  became  dou- 
bly evident ;  for  it  was  recollected  that  the  floor  of  the  ne- 
cessary had  been  taken  up  the  momitig  before  the  death 
of  Ridley,  and  that,  on  one  side  of  the  seat,  a  couple  of 
boards  had  been  left  jup ;  so  that,  being  much  in  liquor, 
he  must  have  fallen  into  the  vault,  which  was  uncommonly 
deep ;  but  which,  unhappily,  was  not  adverted  to  at  the 
Uiae  of  his  disappearance ! 
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CASE  VI. 

Two  men  were  seen  fighting  together  In  a  field.  One  of 
diem  was  found,  soon  after,  lying  dead  in  that  field.  Near 
hioi  lay  a  pitchfork  which  hadapparently  been  the  instrument 
of  hb  death.  This  pitchforic  was  known  to  haye  belonged  to 
the  person  who  had  been  seen  fighting  with  the  deceased  ; 
and  he  was  known  to  have  taken  it  out  with  him  that  morn- 
ing. Being  apprehended  and  brought  to  trial,  and  these 
circumstances  appearing  in  evidence,  and  also  that  there 
87  had  been,  for  some  time,  an  enmity  between  *the  parties^ 

there  was  little  doubt  of  the  prisoner's  being  convicted^ 
although  he  strongly  persisted  in  his  innocence ;  but,  te 
the  great  surprise  of  the  court,  the  jury, ^instead  of  bring- 
ing in  an  inunediate  verdict  of  guilty,  withdrew ;  and,  after 
staying  out  a  considerable  time,  returned  and  inforoaed 
the  court,  that  eleven,  out  of  the  twelve,  had  been,  from, 
the  first,  for  finding  the  prisoner  guilty ;  but  that  one  man 
would  not  concur  in  the  verdict.  Upon  this,  the  judge 
observed  to  the  dbsentient  person,  the  great  strength  of 
^  ciicumstances,  and  asked  him,  ^^  how  it  was  possiUe, 
ail  circumstances  considered,  for  him  to  have  any  doubts  of 
the  guilt  of  the  accused  ?''  But  no  arguments  that  could 
*  be  urged,  either  by  the  court  or  the  rest  of  the  jury,  could 
persuade  him  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty ;  so  that  the  rest 
of  the  jury  were  at  last  obliged  to  agree  to  the  verdict  of 
acquittal. 

This  afiair  remained,  for  some  time,  mysterious ;  but  it 
at  length  came  out,  either  by  the  private  acknowledgment 
of  the  obstinate  juryman  to  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause, 
(who  is  said  to  have  had  the  curiosity  to  inquire  intQ  the 
motives  of  his  extraordinary  pertinacity,)  or  by  his  confes- 
sion at  the  point  of  death,  (for  the  case  is  related  both 
ways,)  that  he  himself  had  been  the  murderer !  The  ac« 
^  g|  cused  had,  indeed,  had  a  *scuffle  with  the  deceased,  as 

sworn  on  the  trial,  in  which  he  had  dropped  his  pitchforki 
which  had  been,  spon  after,  found  by  the  jurymaui  betweea 
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whom  and  the  deceased  an  accidental  quarrel  had  arisen 
in  the  qame  field ;  the  deceased  having  continued  there  at 
work  after  the  departure  of  the  person  with  whom  be  had 
been  s^en  to  have  the  affray ;  in  the  heat  of  which  quarrol, 
ihe  juryman  had  unfortunately  stabbed  him  with  that  very 
pitchfork,  and  had  then  got  away  totally  unsuspected  i  but 
fiudiug,  soon  after,  that  the  other  person  had  been  apyre* 
bended,  on  suspicion  of  being  the  murderer,  and  fearing, 
as  the  circumstances  appeared  so  strong  against  him,  that 
he  should  be  convicted,  although  not  guilty,  he  had  con- 
trived to  get  upon  the  jury,  as  the  only  way  of  saving  th6 
iftnocent^  without  endangering  himself. 


♦CASE  Vlli  •«» 

ft 

Jenatkan  BraJIfordt  tpAo  v^<t9  executed  at  Oxford,  for  tht 
Murder  of  Christopher  Hayes,  Esq.  in  the  Year  1736* 

JoN4THAN  Bradforo  kept  an  inn,  in  Oxfordshire,  ori 
the  London  road  to  Oxford.  He  bore  a  very  unexcep- 
tionable character.  Mr.  Hayes,  a  gentleman  of  fortune, 
being^  on  his  way  to  Oxford,  on  a  visit  to  a  relation,  put  up 
at  Bradford's.  He  there  joined  company  with  two  gen- 
tlemen, with  whom  he  supped,  and,  in  conversation^  uo- 
guardedly  mentioned  that  h^  had  then  about  him  a  sum  of 
money.  In  due  time  they  retired  to  their  respective 
chambers ;  the  gentlemen  to  a  two-bedded  room,  leaving, 
as  is  customary  with  many,  a  candle  burning  in  the  chiaif* 
ney  corner.  Some  hours  after  they  were  in  bed,  one  of 
the  gentlemen,  being  awake,  thought  he  heard  a  deep 
groan  in  an  adjoining  chaiid»er ;  and  this  being  repeated, 
he  softly  awaked  his  friends  They  listened  together,  and 
the  groans  increasing,  as  of  one  dying  and  in  pain,  thejt 
both  instantly  arose,  and  proceeded  silently «to  the  doQr  of 
the  neict  chamber,  from  whence  they- bad  heard  the  groans, 
and,  the  door  being  a^jar,  saw  *c|  light  in  the  room*  They  ^  90 

m 

7 


90 

entered,  but  it  is  impossible  to  paint  tbeir  consternatioD, 
on  perGeiTiDg  a  person  weltering  in  his  blood  in  the  bed| 
and  a  maa  standing  over  him,  with  a  dark  lantborn  in  one 
hand,  and  a  knife  in'  the  other !  The  man  seemed  as  pe- 
trified as  themselves,  but  his  terror  carried  with  it  all  the 
terror  of  guilt.  The  gentlemen  soon  discovered  that  the 
mucdered  person  was  the  stranger  with  whom  they  had 
that  night  supped,  and  that  the  man  who  was  standing 
over  him  was  their  host*  They  seized  Bradford  directly, 
disarmed  him  of  his  knife,  and  charged  him  with  being  the 
murderer.  He  assumed,  by  this  time,  the  air  of  innocence, 
positively  denied  the  crime^  and  asserted,  that  he  came 
there  with  the  same  humane  intentions  as  themselves  ;  for 
that,  hearing  a  noise,  which  was  succeeded  by  a  groaning, 
he  got  out  of  bed,  struck  a  light,  armed  himself  with  a 
knife  for  his  defence,  and  was  but  that  minute  entered  the 
room  before  them.  These  assertions  were  of  little  avail ; 
he  was  kept  in  close  custody  till  the  morning,  and  then 
taken  before  a  neighbouring  justice  of  the  peace*  Brad- 
ford still  denied  the  murder,  but,  nevertheless,  with  such 
apparent  indications  of  guilt,  that  the  justice  hesitated  not 
to  make  use  of  this  most  extraordinary  expression,  on  wri- 
ting out  his  mitlimus, — **  Mr.  Bradford,  either  yoe  or  my- 
•ek*  committed  this  murder." 
9lt  *This  extraordinary  affair  was  the  conversation  of  the 

whole  country.  Bradford  was  tried  and  condemned,  over 
and  over  again,  in  every  company.  In  the  midst  of  aU 
•this  predetermination,  came  on  the  assizes  at  Oxford. 
Bradford  was  brought  to  trial ;  he  pleaded — not  guilty* 
Nothing  could  be  stronger  than  the  evidence  of  the  two 
gendemen*  They  testified  to  the  finding  Mr.  Hayes  mur- 
dered in  bis  bed ;  Bradford  at  the  side  of  the  body  with  a 
light  and  a  knife  ;  that  knife,  and  the  hand  which  held  it, 
bloody  ;  that,  on  their  entering  the  room,  he  betrayed  all 
the  signs  of  a  guilty  man  ;  and  that,  but  a  few  moments 
preceding,  they  had  heard  the  groans  of  the  deceased. 

Bradford's  deftnce  on  his  trial  was  the  same  as  before 
the  |[cntlcmen  ;  he  had  heard  a  noise ;  be  suspected  some 
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Villany  was  transacting ;  he  struck  a  light ;  he  snatbh^ 
the  knife,  the  only  weapon  near  hitn,  td  defend  himself ; 
and  the  terrors  he  discovered,  were  merely  the  terrors  of 
humanity,  the  natural  effects  of  innocence  as  well  as  gurh, 
on  beholding  such  a  horrid  scene. 

This  defence,  however,  could  be  considered  but  as 
weak,  contrasted  with  the  several  powerful  circumstances 
against  him.  Never  was  circumstantial  evidence  more 
strong !  There  was  little  need  of  the  prejudice  of  the 
county  against  *lhe  murderer  to  strengthen  it ;  there  was  ^3t 

little  need  left  of  comment  from  the  judge,  in  summing  up 
of  the  evidence  5  no  room  appeared  for  extenuation  5  and 
the  jury  brought  in  the  prisoner  guilty,  even  without  going 
out  of  their  bqx* 

Bradford  was  executed  shortly  after,  still  declaring  that 
he  was  not  the  murderer,  nor  privy  to  the  murder  of  Mr. 
Hayes ;  but  he  died  disbelieved  by  alL 

Yet  were  these  assertions  not  untrue !  The  murder  was 
actually  committed  by  Mr.  Hayes's  footman  :  who,  imme- 
diately on  stabbing  his  master,  rifled  his  breeches  of  his 
money,  gold  watch,  and  snuff-box,  and  escaped  back  to 
his  own  room ;  which  could  have  been,  from  the  aftet  cir- 
cumstances, scarcely  two  seconds  before  Bradford's  enter- 
ing the  unfortunate  gentleman's  chamber.  The  world 
owes  this  kiiowledge  to  a  remorse  of  conscience  in  the 
footmar,  (eighteen  months  after  the  execution  of  Brad- 
ford,) on  a  bed  of  sickness,  it  was  a  death-bed  repent- 
ance, and  by  that  death  the  law  lost  its  victim. 

It  is  much  to  be  wished  that  this  account  could  close 
here,  but  it  cannot !  Bradford,  though  innocent,  and  not 
privy  to  the  murder,  was  nevertheless,  the  murderer  in 
design :  he  had  beard,  as  well  as  the  footman,  what  Mr. 
Hayes  declared  at  supper,  ats  to  the  having  a  sum  of  money 
about  *him  ;  and  he  went  to  the  chambefr  of  the  deceased,  «  ^3 

with  the  same  diabolical  intentions  as  the  servant.  He 
was  struck  with  amazement!  he  could  not  believe  his 
senses  \  and,  in  turning  back  the  bed-clothes,  to  assure 
)|i|ns^lf  of  the  fact,  he^^in  Ms  agitation,  dropped  l^s  knifo 
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on  the  bleeding  body,  by  which  both  his  hands  and  dite 
knife  became  bloody.  These  circam^tances  Bradford  ai> 
knowledged  to  the  clergytnaa  who  attended  hiu  after  fate 
sentence. 


CASE  vin, 

WMimn  Shawy  who  wa$  txecuted  of  Edinhurgk^  for  fAe 
Murder  of  hit  Daughter ^  in  the  Year  1721. 

William  Shaw  was  an  upholsterer,  at  Edinbutgh,  in 
the  year  1721.  He  had  a  daughter,  Catherine  Shaw^  who 
Itved  with  him.  She  encouraged  the  addresses  of  J^Am 
Lawson,  a  jeweller,  to  whom  William  Shaw  declared  the 
most  insuperable  objeciicKis^  alleging  him  to  b^  a  profli* 
gate  young  man,  addicted  to  every  kind  of  dissipation.  He 
9^  was  forbidden  the  house ;  *but  the  daijigbter  continuing  fo 

iiee  him  clandestinely,  the  father,  on  the  discovery,  kept 
her  strictly  confined. 

William  Shaw  had,  for  some  time,  pressed  his  daughter 
to  receive  the  addresses  of  a  son  of  Alexander  Robertson, 
a  friend  and  neighbour ;  and  one  evening,  being  very  ur^ 
gent  with  her  thereon,  she  peremptorily  refused,  declaring 
she  preferred  death  to  bemg  young  Robertson's  wife. 

The  father  grew  enraged,  and  the  daughter  more  posi- 
tive ;  so  that  the  most  passionate  expressions  arose  on 
both  sides,  and  the  words,  **  barbarity^  cruelly^  and  death^"* 
Were  frequently  pronounced  by  the  daughter!  At  length 
he  left  her,  locking  the  door  after  him. 

The  g1*eatest  part  of  the  buildings  at  Edinburgh  are 
formed  on  the  plan  of  the  chambers  in  our  inns  of  court ; 
so  that  many  families  inhabit  rooms  on  the  same  floor,  hav- 
ing ail  one  common  staircase.  William  Shaw  dwelt  in 
one  of  these,  and  a  single  partition  only  divided  his  apart* 
ment  from  that  of  James  Mdrt^isbn,  a  watch*case  maker. 
This  Mm  had  indistinctly  overheard  th(e  tbnversatioh  ahd 
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^uftitel  between  Catherine  Shdw  laiid  her  fat)^^,  but  ^«ls 
particularly  struck  with  the  repetition  of  the  above*  word^ 
she  having  pronoumsed  tiietai  loudly  and  emphatically  1  For 
some  Kttle  time  after  the  father  Was  *gone  oat.  aU  was  si*-  *  95^ 

fent^,  ImiI  presently  Morri9<^  heard  several  groa*s  ft^m 
the  daugfateTk  Alarmed  I  he  rah  to  ^ome  of  his  nei^boiirs 
mideir  the  ^atate  roiaf^  These,  entering  Morris^h^s  roetti, 
and  tist^aing  attetitiv^ly,  mn  only  heard  the  groans,  but 
distinctly  beard  Catherine  Shaw,  two  or  three  times,  faLird- 
ly  ekdaim,— ^  Crtcd  &ther,  Ihou  a^t  the  cause  of  my 
Jhath  P^  Struck  Wilb  this,  they  dew  tb  the  door  of  William 
Shaw's  apartmant ;  Ihey  knocked, — no  answer  was  given. 
The  knocking  was  still  repeated, — still  no  answer*  Sus- 
picions had  before  arisen  against  tiie  father ",  they  were 
lk)w  conirmed :  a  constable  was  procured^  an  entrance 
forced;  Catberine  was  found  weltering  in  her  blood,  and 
the  &tal  knife  by  her  side !  She  was  alive,  but  speech- 
less ;  but,  on  questioning  her  as  to  owing  her  death  to  her 
fetfaer,  was  just  able  |o  make  a  iQotion  with  her  head,  ap^ ' 
parentiy  in  the  affirmative,  and  ejcpired* 

Just  at  the  critical  teoment,  William  Shaw  returns  and 
enters  the  room«  All  eyes  are  on  him !  He  se(3s  bis  neigh- 
bours and  a  constable  in  his  apartment,  apd  seems  much 
disordered  thereat ;  but,  at  the  sight  of.  bis  daughter^  he 
iunis  pale,  trembles,  and  is  ready  to-sitik*  The  Brst  sur- 
prise, and  the  succeeding  horror^  leave  lillle  doubt  of  his' 
guilt  in  the  breasts  of  the  beholders ;  *and  even  that  little  «  3^ 

is  done  away,  on  the  constable  discovering  that  the  shirt 
of  William  Shaw  is  bloody. 

He  was  instantly  hurried  before'  a  magistrate,  and,  upon 
the  depositions  of  all  the  parties,  committed  to  prison  oh 
suspicion.  He  was  shortly  «fter  brought  to  trial,  when, 
in  his  defence,  he  acktiowle^ed  the  having  confined  his 
daughter  to  prevent  her  intercourse  with  Lawson ;  that  he 
•had  frequently  insisted  on  her  marrying  of  Robertson ; 
and  that  be  had  quarrelled  with  her  on  the  subject,  the 
evening  she  was  found  murdel'ed,  as  the  witness  Morrison 
had  depoeed  :  but  te  averred,  that  be  left  iAs  daughter 


vnarmed  and  untouched ;  and  that  the  blood  found  upon 
his  shirt  was  there  in  consequence  of  his  having  bled  him- 
self some  days  before,  and  the  bandage  becoming  untied* 
These  assertions  did  not  weigh  a  feather  with  the  jury, 
when  opposed  to  the  strong  circumstantial  evidence  of  the 
daughter's  expressions,  of  "  barbarity,— cruelty, — death," 
and  of  '^  cruel  father,  thou  art  the  cause  of  my  death," — 
together  with  that  apparently  affirmative  motion  with  her 
head, — and  of  the  blood  so  seemingly  providentially  dis- 
covered on  the  father's  shirt.  On  these  several  concur- 
ring circumstances,  was  William  Shaw  found  guilty,  was 
executed,  and  was  hanged  in  chains  at  Leith  Walk,  in 
November,  1721. 

*  W!  ^Was  there  a  person  in  Edinburgh  who  believed  the  fa- 

ther guiltless  ?  No,  not  one  !  notwithstanding  his  latest 
words  at  the  gallows  were,  ^*  I  am  innocent  of  my  daugh* 
ter's  murder.*'  ' 

But  in  August,  1722,  as  a  man,  who  had  become  the  pos- 
sessor of  the  late  William  Shaw's  apartments,  was  rum- 
maging, by  chance,  in  the  chamber  where  Catherine  Shaw 
died,  he  accidentally  perceived  a  paper,  fallen  into  a  cavity 
•n  one  side  of  the  chimney :  It  was  folded  as  a  letter,' 
which  opening,  it  contained  the  following : — 

"  Barbarous  Father, 

"  Your  cruelty  in  having  putting  it  out  of  my  power, 
ever  to  join  my  fate  to  that  of  the  only  man  I  could  love, 
and  tyrannically  insisting  upon  my  marrying  one  whom  1 
always  hated,  has  made  me  form  a  resolution  to  put  an  end 
to  an  existence  which  is  become  a  burden  to  me.  I  doubt 
not  I  shall  find  mch:y  in  another  world ;  for  sure  no  bene- 
volent Being  can  require  ^at  I  should  any  longer  live  in 
torment  to  myself  in  this !  My  death  I  lay  to  your  charge ; 
when  you  read  this,  consider  yourself  as  the  inhuman 
wretch  that  plunged  the  murderous  knife  in  the  bosom  of 
the  unhappy 

Catherine  Shaw."    . 

#  98  This  letter  being  shown,  the  hand-writing  was  *recog-« 

nised  and  avowed  to  be  Catherine  Shaw's,  by  many  of 


98 

her  relations  and  friends.  It  became  the  public  talk;  and 
the  magistracy  of  Edinburgh,  on  a  scrutiny,  being  con- 
vinced of  its  authenticity,  they  grdered  the  body  of  Wil- 
liam Shaw  to  be  taken  from  the  gibbet,  and  given  to  his 
family  for  interment ;  and,  as  the  only  reparation  to  his 
memory  and  the  honour  of  his  surviving  relations,  they 
caused  a  pair  of  colours  to  be  waved  over  his  grave,  in 
token  of  his  innocence. 


CASE  IX. 

John  Hamkins  and  George  Simpson^  who  were  executed^ 

May,  1721. 

f  The  whole  of  this  case  b  not  giyen,  as  not  bdng  applicable  to  our  present 
purpose  ;  but  U>e  followiog  extract  affords  a  most  remarkable  instance 
of  the  fallibiJitjr  of  circumstantial  evidence.] 

John  Hawkins  and  George  Simpson  were  indicted  for 
sobbing  the  mail,  on  the  16th  of  April,  17^22.  Hawkins, 
in  his  defence,  set  up  *an  aliin;  to  prove  which,  he  called  *95 

one  William  Filler,  who  deposed,  that  Hawkins  came  to 
his  house  on  Sunday  the  1 5th  of  April,  and  lay  there  that 
night,  and  did  not  go  out  until  the  nezt  morning.  Being 
asked  by  the  court,  '*  by  what  token  do  you  remember  that 
it  was  the  15th*  of  April  ?'*  He  replied,  "  by  a  very  good 
token ;  for  he  owed  me  a  sum  of  money  for  horse  hire, 
and  on  Tuesday,  the  10th  of  April,  he  called  upon  me  and 
paid  me  in  full,  and  I  gave  him  a  receipt ;  and  I  very  w^ell 
remember,  that  he  lay  at  my  house  the  Sunday  night  fol-  • 
tewing."  The  receipt  was  now  produced.  "  April  the 
10th,  1722.  Received  of  Mr.  John  Hawkins,  the  sum  of 
one  pound  ten  shillings,  in  full  of  all  accounts,  per  me 
William  Fuller."  Upon  inspecting  the  receipt,  the  court 
asked  Fuller  who  wrote  it;  he  re(>lied,  ^^  Hawkins  wrote 

.  *  The  robbery  was  comoutted  about  two  o^clook  en  the  monupf  of  the 
ISth. 
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1^  body  9f  k,  a<»d  I  ftigMd  iu^^    Cow( — ^^  Did  ytm  996 

b\m  write,  it.!"  l^wWer— "  Yes."  Covr/-^"  And  hon 
loiig  i^as  it  softer  he  wrotji  it,  before  yp^  ^nod  ?7  f'^i^ 
^^^^  I  signed  it  immediately,  without  goipg  if*om  the  t%]ble«" 
Court^^'^  I}ow  .many  Si^ndishes  do  you  l|e^p  i^  the 
UouBe;"     FulUr—^'  Standishes  ?"    Caurl—''.Ay^j  ^t^t 

100  4ishe$^  it  is  a  plaia  *que9.tioD.V  FtUitr — "  MyXard,  b»t 
one;  and  that  is  enough  for  the  livtle.yrfijUn|(,w?  hM^  to 
do."  Court — "Then,  you  signed  the  receipt  with  the 
same  ink  that  Hawkins  wrote  the  body  qf  it  with  ?"  Fuller 
— ^^  For  certain."  Court — "  Oficer,  hand  the  receipt  to 
the  jury.  Gentlemen,  you  will,  see  that  the  body  of  the 
note  is  written  with  one  kind  of  ink,  and  the  name  at  the 
bottom  with  another  very  different  \  and  yet  this  witness 
has  sworn,  that  they  were  both  written  with  the  same  ink, 
and  one  immediately  after  the  other.  You  will  judgjs  what 
(Uredit  i$  tQ  be  given  tphis  qvidepce  !" 

Thus  ^the  authenticity  of  the  receipt,  and  the  credit  of 
the  witness  were  overthrown  by  the  sagacity  of  the  court ! 
But  whi^e  .the  judge,  Lord  Chief  Baron  Monta|^ue,  w^ 
summing  up  the  evidence,  he  was  interrupted  by  the  fol- 
k>wing  occurrence  :  the  person  who  reports  the  trial,  was 
then  taking  notes  of  the  proceedings ;  his  ink,  as  it  hap- 
pened, was  very  bad,  being  thick  at  the  bottom,  and  thin 
and  waterish  at  the  top,  so  that,  accordingly  as  he  dipped 
the  pen,  the  writing  appeared  very  pale  or  pretty  black. 
This  circumstance  being  remarked  by  some  gentlemen  pre- 
sent, tKey  handed  "the  book  to  the  juiy :  the  judge  per- 
ceMng  them  very  attentively  inspecting  it,  called  to  them 

101  L-."  Genttemdn,  iJehat  are  *you  doing  ?    What  book  is 
that  ?^     TTiey  told  him  that  it*  was  the  writer's  book,  and* 
that  they  were  observing  how  the  same  itik  appeftnsd  pale 
in  6nie  place,  and  blacK  in  another.     The  judge  then  told 
flienx—^  You  ought  not,  getitlemen,  to  take  notice  of  any 
thing  But  vhar  is  produced  in  evidence  ;'*  and,  turning  to 
the  writerj*  demanded — ^'^  What  hd  meant  by  showing  that 
book  to' the  Jury  ?"     And  being  informed  by  the  writer, 
that  it  was  taken  from  him  ;  he  inquired  ^«  who  took  ift, 
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and  wlio  handed  it  to  the  jury  ?''  But  this  the  writer  coold 
not  say,  aa  the  gentlemen  near  him  were  ail  strangers  to 
him,  and  he  had  not  taken  any  particular  notice  of  the  per* 
aon  who  took  his  book. 

That  a  jury  ought  not  to  take  notice  of  any  thing  but 
what  is  pfodvced  in  evidence,  has  been  said  to  be  law ; 
but,  eh  the  contrary,  it  has  been  held,  and  surely  very 
properly,  that  a  juryman  may  find  from  his  own  knowledge  • 
indeed,  what  evidence  can  convince  a  person  that  is  which 
he  knows  no/  to  be  ? 

Hawkins  and  Simpson  were  convicted  and  executed : 
indeed,  the  evidence  against  them  was  very  strong ;  but, 
had  the  fate  of  Hawkins  depended  upon  the  single  testi- 
mony of  Fuller,  he  would,  but  for  this  occurrence,  have 
iailen  a  sacrifice  to  the  acuteness  of  the  judge  !  who  ap- 
*pcars  to  have  been  much  displeased  at  the  accidental  con*  #  j^ 

futation  of  his  remarks  on  the  i*eceipt,  although  it  was  an 
accident  in  favour  of  life;  aad,  had  it  not  been  in  a  case 
where  other  evidence  was  so  strong  against  the  accused, 
k  must  have  been  looked  upon  as  the  special*  interpoaitioa 
of  Providence. 


CASE  X. 

A  MAN  was  tried  for  and  convicted  of  the  murder  of 
own  father.  The  evidence  against  him  was  merely  cir- 
cumstantial, and  the  principal  witness  was  his  sister*  She 
proved  that  her  father  possessed  a  small  income,  wfaichf 
with  Us  industry,  enabled  him  to  live  with  comfort ;  that 
her  brother,  the  prisoner,  who  was  his  heir  at  law,  had 
long  expressed  a  great  desire  to  come  into  the  posaessioa 
of  his  father's  effiscts ;  and  that  he  had  long  behaved  in  a 
very  undutiful  manner  to  him,  wishing,  as  the  witness  be* 
lieved,  to  put  a  period  to  his  existence  by  uneasiness  and 
vexation  -,  tjtiat,  on  the  evening  the  murder  was  commit* 
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ttd-lbc  deceased  went  a  small  distance  *froin  the  house,  t# 
tntlk  a  cow  he  had  for  some  time  kept^  and  that  the  wil* 
oess  also  went  out  to  spend  the  evening  and  to  sleeps  leav« 
ing  only  her  brother  in  the  house ;  that,  returaing  home 
early  in  the  morning,  and  finding  that  her  father  and  bro- 
ther were  absent,  she  was  much  alarmed,  and  sent  for 
some  neighbours  to  consult  with  them,  and  to  receive  ad- 
vice what  should  be  done ;  that,  in  company  with  these 
neighbours,  she  went  to  the  hov^l  in  which  her  father  was 
accustomed  to  milk  the  cow,  where  they  found  him  mur- 
dered in  an  inhuman  inanner,  his  head  being  almast  beat 
to  pieces  ;  that  a  suspicion  immediately  falling  on  her  bro- 
ther, and  thei*e  being  then  some  snow  upon  the  ground,  in 
which  the  footsteps  of  a  human  beingi,  to  and  from  the  ho- 
vel, were  observed,  it  was  agreed  to  take  one  of  the  bro- 
ther's shoes,  and  to  measure  therewith  the  impresstons  in 
the  snow  :  this  was  done,  and  there  did  not  remain  a  doubt 

■  • 

but  that  tte  impressions  were  made  with  his  shoes.  Thus 
confirmed  in  their  suspicions,  they  then  iminediately  went 
to  the  prisftner^s  room,  and  after  a  diligent  search;  they 
found  a  hammer  in  Ihe  corner  of  a  private  drawer,  with 
several  spots  of  blood  upon  it,  and  with  a  small  splinter 
of  bone,  and  some  brains  in  a  crack  which  they  discover- 
ed in  tlie  handle.  The  circumstances  of  finding  the  de- 
ceased and  the  hammer,  as  described  by  the  former  wit- 
104  ness,  *wcre  fully  proved  by  the  neighbours  whom  she  had 

called  :  and  upon  this  evidence  the  prisoner  was  convict- 
ed and  suffered  death,  but  denied  the  fact  to  the  last. 
About  four  years  after,  the  witness  was  extremely  ill,  and 
tindcrstanding  that  there  were  no  possible  hopes  of  her  re- 
covery, she  confessed  that  her  father  and  brother  having 
ofTended  hpr,  she  was  determined  they  should  both  die ; 
and,  accordingly,  when  the  former  went  to  milk  the  cow 
she  followed  him^  with  her  brother's  hammer,  and  in  his 
shoes ;  that  she  beat  out  her  father's  brains  with  the  bam- 
mer,  and  then  laid  it  where'  it  was  afterwards  found  ;  that 
she  then  went  from  home  to  give  a  better  colour  to  this 
wicked  business,  and  that  her  brother  was  perfectly  inrio^ 
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cent  «f  the  crime  for  which  he  had  suffi>red,  Sha  was  io)^ 
imdiaidy  taken  into  custody,  but  died  before  she  could 
b^  J>rough£  to  tri^l*. 


CASE  XL 

\fokn  Stringer^  in  the  year  1 7$5, 
.  '  •  •• 

John  St&iNGCR  was  tried  at  the  Lent  assizes, .  held  at 
Kingston,  in  the  county  of  Surry,  in  the  yeai:.1765,  before 
the  late.Lord  Chief  Baron  Smythe,  *for  the  murder  of  his  *  105 

wife,  and  found  guilty.  The  trial  being  on  the  Saturday^ 
he  was  ordered  for  e^cecutioin  on  ^e  MiMiday  following. 
The  case  was  thus  :  Stringer,  aiiiM  -in  low  dnyjuastances, 
bad  brought  his  wife^  M^ho  had  longli^ea  ii>40  illst^te  of. 
healih,  fvom  London  to  JUunbeth,  for .  the  beiM^t  of  tlv» 
%ir^  here  (hey  lived  for  soiae -tipiie ;  g^e/^^y  jja  gpeat 
harmony  >  but  not  wjtboiU  those  little  quarrels  mad  scufBes, 
so  common  with  persons  in  their  raak-^life*.  Upon  the 
'woman's  death,  some  of  the  neighbouring^femaleSji  who  had 
been  occasionally  witnesses  to  these  little  accidental  bick- 
erings between  the  husband  and  wife,  took  it  in  their  heads, 
that  he  had  murdered  her,  notwithstanding  she  had  never 
been  heard  to  make  the  least  complaint  of  her  husband 
during  the  course  of  her  illness  \  and  the  man  was  brought 
to  trial  in  consequence*. 

*The  ladiea  are,  in  general,  great  enei^es  to  the  idea  of  ^  husband 
bestowing  any  correction  xm  the  wife,  notwithslandiBg  great  aulbflvitiea  in 
the  law  have  held  it  to  be  strict^  legal  so  to  do.  lodeed,  a  law  wiiter  of 
great  tmi&notHf  and  antiquity  (if  we  nusremember  not,  it  is  Bracton,) 
giveth  a  yery  proper  caution  to  husbands  on  this  besMl :  '^  /hr,'^  saith  he, 
*^  although  it  be  lawful  for  the  husband  to  correct  his  wife,  with  a  lawful 
weapon,  such  as  a  broorMticky  &c.  he,  yet  if  he  makes  use  of  an  unlawfol 
instruilient,  such  as  an  iron  har^  or* the  Jikey  and  death  ensue,  it  will  be 
murder.^'  The  females  of  the  place  where  the  atithor  resided,  Are  said  to 
have  been  so  little  satisfied  with  this  distinction  in  their  favour,  that  they 
dragged  our  ancient  sage  of  the  law  through  the  river,  and  gave  him  a 
ftorough  ducking. 


Some  trifliDg  evidence  being  giren  of  tiie  little  di&t^ 
eDces.tiiat  had  arisen  between  them ;  and  the  opinion  of  a 
young  surgeon,  that  some  appearances  on  the  corpse  were 
somewhat  the  appearances  of  a  mortification,  occasioned 
by  bruises ;  Stringer,  on  these  slight  circumstances  was 
convicted,  and  left  for  execution ! 

Mr*  Carsan,  a  surgeon  of  great  experience  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood, (and  still  living  there),  had,  on  the  report  of 
the  murder,  from  mere  curiosity,  examined  the  body,  and 
was  so  deal*  that  there  were  no  marks  of  violence  thereon, 
that  be  had  not  the  least  apprehension  of  the  possibility  of 
Stringer's  being  convicted :  but  hearing  of  the  conviction, 
and  confident  of  the  innocence  of  the  unhappy  man,  and 
actuated  by  the  love  of  justice  and  humanity,  he  instantly^ 
on  the  Sunday,  waited  on,  and  represented  the  case  to  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury ;  his  grace  gave  Mr.  Carsan  a 
lot  letter  to  Baron  Smythe  ;  who,  convinced,  *by  his  state- 

ment of  the  matter,  that  himself  and  the  jury  had  been  too 
precipitate  in  forming  an  opinion  of  the  guilt  of  Stringer, 
granted  an  immediate  respite  ;  which  gave  Mr.  Carsan  an 
opportunity  of  laying  the  whole  ctfse  before  his  majesty, 
and  he  had  the  satisfaction  of  saving  an  innocent  man  from 
an  undeserved  and  jgnominions  deafh. 


VMS    END. 


^ 
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